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MINUTEWOMEN PROJECT 

HON. BOB CARR 
OF MICHIGAN 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, July 17, 1979 

• Mr. CARR. Mr. Speaker, in conjunc
tion with the "Minutewomen" project of 
my good friend and colleague Mrs. 
ScHROEDER of Colorado, I would like to 
call to attention the name of Zelie P. 
Emerson. Ms. Emerson was born and 
raised in Jackson, Mich. and is known 
for carrying the tradition of American 
suffragettes to Europe. 

Shortly after the turn of the 20th cen
tury Ms. Emerson became involved with 
Sylvia Pankhurst, the prominent London 
suffragette leader. Zelie embraced the 

cause of securing women's right to vote 
in London with all the vigor and convic
tion many other early suffragettes mus
tered for their cause in this country. 
Zelie and her British sisters joined in 
hunger and thirst strikes to publicize 
their commitment to their cause. Zelie 
was jailed severaJ. times for her militant 
activities designed to draw attention to 
the women's suffrage movement. 

In 1913, Zelie joined Sylvia Pankhurst 
in a tour of Romania, Hungary, and 
Scandinavia in order to contact and 
motivate women involved in suffrage 
movements. Her activities were cut short 
in 1914 when her doctor informed her 
that her health was broken. She followed 
his orders by once again taking up resi
dence in Jackson, in the same house oc
cupied by her mother, the first Zelie 

Passavant Emerson, a friend of Andrew 
Carnegie, who is credited with obtain
ing an Andrew Carnegie Library for 
Jackson. A document acknowledging the 
donation and Mrs. Emerson's influence 
hangs in the library's main corridor. 

Zelie's participation in the inner cir
cles of the Pankhurst suffrage movement 
has been acknowledged by historians of 
the movement, the British Broadcasting 
Co. and Sylvia herself. Using the words 
of Patricia W. Romiero, a University of 
Wisconsin historian in reference to Zelie 
P. Emerson: 

She experienced the drama that today is 
regarded as creating history. 

Zelie is one of our country's many in
fluential women of history whose activ
ities and accomplishments will long be 
remembered.• 

SENATE-Wednesday, July 18, 1979 
<Legislative day of Thursday, June 21, 1979) 

The Senate met at 11 : 15 a.m., on the 
expiration of the recess, and was called 
to order by Hon. J. JAMES ExoN, a Sena
tor from the State of Nebraska. 

PRAYER 
The Reverend James David Ford, D.D., 

Chaplain of the House of Representa
tives, offered the following prayer: 

Let us pray. 
Eternal and everlasting God, whose 

blessings are upon us each day, we give 
thanks that Your grace is sufficient 
whatever our need, and Your providence 
gives direction to life. 

Remind us, 0 Lord, of Your mighty 
acts of redemption on behalf of Your 
people which, from the beginning, have 
witnessed to Your power and which dem
onstrate Your love. 

Grant us forgiveness when we have 
wronged You and our neighbor, and mer
cy when You judge. Above all, continue 
to minister to us that we may serve with 
righteousness and honor. 

May we not feel alone or become 
anxious by the pressures of the time. 
Cause us always to know the spiritual 
security that comes when we focus on 
You and Your way, and grant us always 
to know the peace that passes all human 
understanding. 

In the name of the Lord. Amen. 

APPOINTMENT OF ACTING PRESI
DENT PRO TEMPORE 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will please read a communication to the 
Senate from the President pro tempore 
(Mr. MAGNUSON). 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
the following letter: 

U .S. SENATE, 
PRESIDENT PRO TEMPORE, 

Washington, D.C., July 18,1979. 
To the Senate: 

Under the provisions of rule I, section 
3, of the Standing RuJ.es of the Senate, I 
hereby appoint the Honorable J. JAMES ExoN, 

a Sen1wtor from the State of Nebrask·a, to 
perform the duties of the Chair. 

WARREN 0. MAGNUSON, 
President pro tempore. 

Mr. EXON thereupon assumed the 
chair as Acting President pro tempore. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MAJORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair recognizes the Senator 
from Alabama. 

THE JOURNAL 
Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Journal of 
the proceedings be approved to date. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I re
serve the remainder of my time. 

RECOGNITION OF THE ACTING 
MINORITY LEADER 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair recognizes the acting 
minority leader, the Senator from Alas
ka. 

MEMORIAL SERVICE FOR 
MRS. EVERETT DIRKSEN 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, many of 
us have just returned from the memorial 
service for a great lady, Mrs. Everett 
Dirksen, and heard the very fine state
ment and eulogy made by her son-in-law, 
who is our minority leader. 

It is a unique family. Mrs. Dirksen was 
the wife of our minority leader, Everett 
Dirksen, and she became the mother-in
law of our current minority leader, 
HOWARD BAKER. 

Many of us remember the very inter
esting and gracious evenings that we 
spent at the Dirksen home. I remember 
some of those when Ann and I first came 

back to the Senate and the Dirksens an
nually opened their home for a reception 
for Members of the Senate. 

She was indeed a great lady. She has 
had a good life and has had a tremendous 
influence on two of the great leaders of 
this Senate. 

So I for one was very privileged to be 
able to attend that service for her. 

TAX-EXEMPT MORTGAGE BONDS 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
deeply concerned, as I am sure many 
Members of the Senate are, about the 
current controversy involving tax-ex
empt mortgage bonds. I am in favor of 
the program, but I do believe a strong 
case has been made for the need to place 
restrictions on these bonds. The revenue 
loss to the Treasury, the displacement o.r 
conventional mortgage lenders, and the 
interest subsidization of those families 
in the higher income brackets are un
fortunate realities associated with the 
burgeoning of this program. In order to 
protect the future availability of this 
type of mortgage financing, Congress 
must act to prevent abuses and to curb 
the detrimental impact of mortgage 
bonds, while at the same time, impose 
guidelines that are responsible and flexi
ble and which further our national hous
ing goals. 

However, I caution the Senate on the 
inevitable drawbacks in attempting to es
tablish limits which apply to all tax
exempt mortgage bond issues in all parts 
of the country. As a representative of a 
State that is, in nearly all respects, very 
far from the national norm, I am well 
aware of the inapplicability of many of 
our laws to my State's situation. Nearly 
every Federal effort to provide safe an( 
sanitary housing in Alaska, especially in 
the rural areas, has failed, primarily be
cause of the inapplicability of HUD, 
FHA, BIA, and other ag.ency standards 
to the Alaskan environment. 

The federally subsidized tax-exempt 
mortgage bond program has begun to 

• This "bullet" symbol identifies statements o.r insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor. 



July 18, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19155 
make significant inroads by providing 
much needed housing in all areas of the 
country. The Senate, I am sure, will 
understand, therefore, the importance of 
insuring that any congressional action 
taken be sensitive to regional and local 
needs and permit the financing of afford
able, and otherwise unavailable, housing. 

In conjunction with the issue of flexi
bility, there are many questions which 
I hope will be considered. Imposing in
come limits, for instance, leads to the 
problem of definition. What is a low or 
morl.~rate income, and how are they de
termined in areas where there are inad
equate income statistics? How do inc·ome 
levels compare with housing costs, and 
do limitations placed on both income 
and purchase price ignore their varying 
relationship from area to area? 

In Washington, D.C., for instance, the 
median family income is a little below 
the national average, and yet the hous
ing costs are among the highest in the 
country. Restrictions on the purchase 
price may also tend to penalize those 
prospective homebuyers who have 
scraped together an adequate savings 
and can afford a nicer house because of 
the amount of down payment. _ Should 
we penalize savings or encourage the 
construction of cheap housing through 
purchase price limits? There currently 
are several tax breaks for homeowners. 

Do we want to further help these in
dividuals through an interest subsidy, 
or should we direct this program to new 
homebuyers? I trust that the Govern
mental Affairs Committee in their cur
rent hearing process ·and the Senate 
members will study these questions 
thoroughly before making a decision 
that would dramatically affect many 
homebuyers of this Nation, especially 
those seeking financing for the first 
time. 

I thank the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Alabama. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, will the distinguished Senator 
from Alabama yield to me 1 minute? 

Mr. STEWART. I yield a minute to 
the majority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished Senator. 

TIME LIMITATION AGREEMENT ON 
AMENDMENT NO. 338-H.R. 4388 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that on amend
ment No. 338 by Mr. JoHNSTON, to which 
he alluded yesterday afternoon, this 
amendment having to do with the con
struction of an extension to the New 
Senate Office Building, there be a time 
limit of 45 minutes to the side. This has 
been cleared with Mr. J OHNS.TON, and I 
understand it is cleared on the minority 
side. Mr. STEVENS is here to speak to that. 
The time would be controlled as usual. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. Pre&ident, reserv
ing the right to object-and there will 
be no objection-this is the desire, as I 
understand it, of Senators CHAFEE and 
DANFORTH, and it is my understanding 
that with the adoption of the agreement 
Senator CHAFEE has indicated he will not 

raise the quesltion of germaneness of this 
amendment. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tern
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER OF BUSINESS 
Mr. STEWAR'r. I yield back the re

mainder of my time. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. Under the previous order, there 
will now be a period for the transaction 
of routine morning business to not ex
tend beyond the hour of 11:30 a.m. with 

· statements therein limited to 1 minute 
each. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

A CAUSE, A MARRIAGE KEEP HIM 
ON THE ROAD 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, recently 
Alaskans have been traveling throughout 
the country to alert other citizens of our 
Nation to the importance of the Alaska 
lands issue. We feel that the only way 
to attract attention to our issue is to 
personally explain to other Americans 
why the Alaska lands issue is so impor
tant to them. One of these Alaskans who 
has been traveling throughout the Na
tion is our Lieutenant Governor, Terry 
Miller. Much of Terry's time has been 
spent in New England where he attended 
school at Harvard and where his wife 
is earning her doctoral degree in experi
mental psychology at Tufts University. 

The Boston Globe featured in a recent 
article a story on Terry's travels. I would 
like to call the attention of the Senate 
to Terry's journey as only one of many 
which Alaskans are taking throughout 
the country to alert our fellow citizens 
to the importance of the Alaska lands 
issue. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the article from the Boston 
Globe entitled "A Cause, a Marriage 
Keep Him On the Road" be inserted in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be pri~ted in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
A CAUSE, A MARRIAGE KEEP HIM ON THE ROAD 

(By Gary McMillan) 
Terry Miller, the lieutenant governor of 

Alaska, was in town again this past week on 
another 5000-mile commute to see his wife, 
and once again he got lost trying to find 
the Southeast Expressway. 

"Boston is a charming town, a lot of his
tory, but it's so congested," he said. The defi
nition of congestion is rather loose to a man 
who comes from a state with 586,412 square 
miles of land. There are almost half again 
as many people in Boston's 46 square miles 
than there are in all of Terry Miller's state. 

Still, he says he likes to visit, mainly to 
see his wife, Dani Bowman, who is earning 
her doctoral degree in experimental psy
chology at Tufts University. They were mar
ried just before Miller gave up his state Sen
ate seat in 1976 for his own postgraduate 
stint at Harvard's Kennedy School of Gov
ernment. He finished in 1978, she's still here 
except for summertime homecomings and 
that is what prompts the commutes. 

Miller returned to Fairbanks in May 1978 
to successfully run as the Republican can
didate for lieutenant governor last year with 
Gov. Jay Hammond. 

In the meantime-and while waiting !or 
his own potential gubernatorial campaign 
ili 1982-Miller is traveling around the state 
and country touting his state's position on 
what, to Alaskans, is the very controversial 
wilderness lands bill. 

On Thursday, Miller and his cohorts won 
an initial victory when a bill to put 120 mil·· 
lion acres of Alaskan land into federally
controlled wilderness failed to win approval 
from the US House Interior Committee. 

Miller stopped off in Boston long enough 
to see his wi!e before returning to Alaska 
to get Hammond's instructions for the next; 
step in Alaska's battle. Basically, Miller says, 
the state wants the rest of the 103 million 
acres promised 1t .and the 44 million acres 
promised the natives in the Statehood 
Act of 1959 before the federal government 
starts fooling around with the rest. 

"The issue has been reduced to a.n en
vironmental versus developer thing," Mil
ler said, "and it's not that simple. One of 
the things I learned from my time in Bos
ton is that we don't want to make the same 
mistakes they made in the rest of the United 
States and that means we have to have 
participation in the process." 

Miller is an affable man of 36 with a 
touch of natural Western reserve enhanced 
by a 16-year political career that began 
with his election to the Fairbanks City Coun
cil. He served two years in the state House 
and eight in the state Senate before head
ing east. 

After !our months of campaigning in 1978 
he won his primary by a 2-1 margin and 
wound up not only on Hammond's ticket 
but also, without his permission, on the 
slate with former Gov. Walter Hickel, who 
ran as an independent. His electoral pop
ularity has given him a fairly strong voice 
in Alaskan affairs. 

"The question we're talking about in 
the state and what this fight in Congress 
is about is 'What is Alaska going to be when 
it grows up?' You know there's no other 
state in the union that can ask that ques
tion," he said. 

"The time here in Boston was very in
structive. I became more sensitive to the 
very values we're discussing. I'm much more 
sensitive to keeping the air clean, protecting 
the land." 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk pro
ceeded to can the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

CONCLUSION OF MORNING 
BUSINESS 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Is there further morning business? 
If not, morning business is closed. 
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ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP
MENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

vore. Under the previous order, the hour 
of 11:30 a.m. having arrived, the Sen
ate will now resume consideration of 
the pending business, H.R. 4388, which 
the clerk will report. 

The assistant legislative clerk read 
as follows: 

Calendar No. 254, H.R. 4388, an act mak
ing appropriations for energy and water de
velopment for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1980, and for other purposes. 

The Senate resumed consideration of 
the bill. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 372 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, there 
are errors in the wording of the agreed
to committee amendments which appear 
in the bill on page 2, line 23, through line 
2 on page 3; and on page 5, line 8 to line 
11. 

I send to the desk technical amend
ments correcting the wording, which is 
the same language for both appropria
tions accounts, and ask unanimous con
sent that it be in order to consider en 
bloc the technical amendments, which 
amend the bill in two separate places. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendments will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr. JoHN
STON) proposes an unprinted technical 
amendment numbered 372. 

The amendments are as follows: 
On page 2, strike out all beginning on line 

23 down to and through line 2 on page 3 
and insert in lieu thereof: 

"The anticipated revenues from Uranium 
Enrichment activities for the fiscal year and 
authorized to be retained by Public Law 93-
438 shall be deemed to have been appropri
ated to the Department for purposes of 31 
U.S.C. Sec. 665." 

On page 5, strike out all beginning on line 
8 down to Sind through line 11 and insert in 
lieu thereof: 

"The anticipated revenues from Uranium 
Enrichment Activities for the fiscal year and 
authorized to be retained by Public Law 
93-438 shall be deemed to have been appro
priated to the Department for purposes of 31 
U.S.C. Sec. 665." 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amend
ments will be considered en bloc. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I move 
the adoption of these technical amend
ments. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I am 
informed that the statement of the S~n
ator from Louisiana is correct, that these 

. are two technical amendments which 
have been discussed, and in the absence 
of the :floor manager I am prepared to 
accept them on the basis of the infor
mation we have received and do not ob
ject to the motion of the Senator from 
Louisiana. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, the amendments 
are agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendments were 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I mo·ve to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 373 

(Purpose: To provide for the completion 
of the Hart Office Building) 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
sent to the desk a committee amend
ment as recommended by the committee 
yesterday, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr. JoHN
sToN) pr-oposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 373: 

On page 31, after line 25, insert the follow
ing: Sec. 502. There is appropriated, oUit of 
anymoney-

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be waived. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On pa.ge 31, after line 25, insert the follow

ing: 
SEc. 502. There is 81ppropll'i81ted, 01\lt of any 

money lin the Treasury not otherwise appro
priated, for an additional amount for "Con
struction of an Extension to the New 
Senate Office Building" $52,583,400, to re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the amount of $137,730,400 shall con
stitute a ceUing on the total cost for con
struction of the Extension to the New Sen
ate Office Building. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

Mr. STEVENS. Is this the amend
ment for which the time agreement was 
just entered, for 45 minutes on each 
side? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is correct. 
Mr. STEVENS. It is the amendment 

on the Hart Building? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. That is correct; this 

is the Hart Building amendment. 
Mr. STEVENS. Has time started run

ning on that amendment yet? 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The agreement was on amend
ment No. 338. It would require unani
mous consent to transfer the agreement 
to this amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent th'at there be a 
quorum call, not to be charged to either 
side. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. STEVENS. I thank the Senator 
from Louisiana . 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I suggest the ab
sence of a quorum. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. The clerk will call the roll. The as
sistant legislative clerk proceeded to call 
the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for the 
quorum call be rescinded. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT protem
pore. Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, this is 
the Hart Senate Office Building amend
ment. As I have said a number of times 

before, I am chairman of the Senate Of
fice Building Commission. It is a job I 
did not seek; it is a job I do not 
want; it is a job I would be a lot better 
off without, Mr. President. There is no 
political credit in building the Senate 
Office Building, because the American 
people, or at least a lot of them, believe 
that the Senators are providing for 
themselves in great luxury, and that 
Congress is wasting the taxpayers' 
money. 

Mr. President, I received this appoint
ment only a few weeks ago, and what I 
have tried to do as chairman of this 
Commission is do the bes,t I could, in a 
responsible way, to do the best possible 
job for the taxpayers of this country. 

I believe the amendment we have here 
does such a job, because the completing 
of that building, Mr. President, is the 
only responsible thing that the Senate 
can do. I repeat, it is the only respon
sible thing we can do. 

We can argue about dollars here and 
about particular kinds of finish on this 
wall or that wall, or about whether we 
ought to finish off the cafeteria or not. 
But as between leaving that building an 
uninhabitable hulk and finishing it off, 
at a time when the Senate needs space, 
Mr. President, there is no choice. 

Mr. President, the Hart Senate Office 
Building began with hearings back in 
196,7. At that time, 72 Members of Sen
ate testified that they needed more 
space; and I am sure the other 28 also 
agreed, but probably lacked the courage 
to come in and testify. 

There were a large number of com
mittees which testified at that time. 
Twenty-four committees and subcom
mittees petitioned the Senate Public 
Works Committee for additional space. 

Were those 72 Senators and all of those 
committees correct back in 1967? There 
is no question but that they were correct, 
Mr. President. In 1972 we did a study, 
undertaken by the Architect of the Capi
tol, that showed that the average Senate 
employee has 65 square feet of space. 
That compares with a minimum stand
ard put out by GSA of 15Q square feet. 
So in 19·72 we had 65 square feet, and 
now it is less; and, as I say, that com
pares with the 150-square-foot GSA 
minimum. 

Mr. President, does it make any sense 
when the Senate has less than 65 square 
feet, almost less than a third of what 
GSA requires as a minimum? I mean is 
that supposed to be in the taxpayers' 
interest, when the Senate is making tre
mendous decisions every day? The Pres
ident has sent down a $142 billion energy 
bill, and we are supposed to have our 
Senate staff-my sub~ommittee on the 
Energy Committee handles a very large 
part of that $142 billion. He have two 
committee staffers. Are they to have 65 
square feet apiece? Does that make any 
sense, Mr. President? Is that supposed to 
be economy? I submit to the Senate that 
it is not. 

Mr. President, what I have recom
mended and what this amendment would 
do is seek a total of $142,627,700. That 
calls for an appropriation this year of 
$57,480,700. Last year, Mr. President, the 
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senate approved legislation appropriat
ing $140 million. 

I have submitted to all of my colleagues 
in the Senate and to the press a "Dear 
Colleague" letter in which I recom
mended that we appropriate somewhat 
less than this, in order to be under last 
year's figure. I recommended, Mr. Presi
dent, that we appropriate $54,853,000. 

That figure was arrived at by anum
ber of deductions. All of these deductions 
and · my recommendations are listed in 
the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD, July 17, 1979, 
p. 18940. 

This is a stripped down version of the 
building which I have recommended, Mr. 
President, taking out almost 20 different 
deductives. I believe, Mr. President, that 
it gives us a building which is habitable, 
which is in keeping with the style of 
architecture of other buildings in Wash
ington, and which is a building which 
will last a long time. 

AMENDMENT NO. 338 

(Purpose: To provide for the completion of 
the Hart Office Building) 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am 
just advised that there is an error in the 
amendment. I ask unanimous consent 
that the amendment I sent to the desk 
be withdrawn and that the printed 
amendment No. 338 be substituted in lieu 
thereof. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I would 
like to withhold my objection to that for 
a moment until I find out exactly what is 
in the substituted amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, appar
ently there is a printing error in it. It is 
an error in the numbers. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Could we have the cor
rected amendment? I have before me-

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is the amend
ment I want to substitute for the amend
ment sent to the desk. 

Mr. CHAFEE. What does the amend
ment sent to the desk do differently? 
Does it change the total? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Perhaps the Chair 
can tell us. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. It changes the figure. 

Mr. CHAFEE. The figure is fairly im
portant in this. It changes the figure to 
what? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The clerk will state the amend
ment. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Louisiana (Mr. JoHN
STON) proposes amendment number 338. 

On page 31, after line 2·5, insert the fol
lowing: 

SEc. 502. There is appropriated, out of any 
money in the Treasury not otherwise appro
propriated, for an additional amount for 
"Construction of an Extension to the New 
Senate Office Building" $57,480,700, to re
main available until expended: Provided, 
That the amount of $142,627,700 shall con
stitute a ceiling on the 'total cost for con
struction of the Extension to the New Senate 
Office Building. 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is the amendment 
I have before me. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore. This is the amendment, as 
printed. Of course, the Senator from 
Louisiana has a right to do that. 

Mr. CHAFEE. So the printed one is 
the one we are dealing with? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes; as I announced 
a moment ago I want to substitute the 
printed amendment No. 338 for the 
amendment which was inadvertently 
sent to the desk. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro 
tempore. Is there objection? 

Mr. CHAFEE. No objection. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro 

tempore. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The difference be
tween the two amendments was caused 
by the actions of the Committee on Ap
propriations yesterday. In the recom
mendations I made to the Committee on 
Appropriations and the Senate I recom
mended a figure which resulted in a total 
cost of slightly under $140 million, $137 
million. To get to that :figure, I recom
mended a number of deductives, all of 
which are listed in the pages of the CoN
GRESSIONAL RECORD Of yesterday where 
my recommendations were listed. 

In the consideration of the matter be
fore the Committee on Appropriations 
and before the Commission, it was sug
gested by Senator BELLMON, who put in 
an amendment in the Commission where 
the amendment was voted down but in 
the Committee on Appropriations where 
the amendment was accepted, that de
ductive No. 1 relating to paneling in Sen
ate offices should not be deducted but 
should be included. Senator BELLMON 
offered testimony to the effect that in the 
long run it would be cheaper to put in 
paneling because you would not have to 
come in and paint and plaster on a regu
lar basis. 

He also suggested that we should in
clude No. 3. My recommendation was to 
deduct the 9th floor dining facility. It 
was my recommendation that we could 
get along without it, but Senator BELL
MON pointed out that the dining facility 
is basically not for the accommodation 
of the Senators, as there is plenty of 
dining space right now for Senators to 
eat, but the 9th floor dining facility is 
principally for visitors, for guests, for 
tourists on Capitol Hill, for Americans 
who come to see their Capitol and want 
a place to eat. 

He also suggested that item No. 16, the 
central hearing room, which is specially 
outfitted for multimedia, should be fin
ished and included. I recommended that 
we not finish the room, that we could 
get along without it. He suggested that 
it is a needed facility and ought to be 
finished. 

It was my feeling, Mr. President, that 
we ought to make this as frugal, as 
austere as possible. The Committee on 
Appropriations agreed, save the three 
amendments which Senator BELLMON 
offered at the committee and which were 
accepted by the committee. 

This increases the total cost to the 
:figure listed in the amendment, which 
is approximately $142 million. That is 
the reason for the differences between 
the two. I thought I had offered an 
amendment that had these three 
changes. 

Mr. President, with these changes we 
will now have space which, I believe, 

will put the Senate in compliance with 
the GSA minimum standards. It will put 
the Senate in compliance with the 
OSHA standards. It will given the Sen
ate an office building, Mr. President, 
which, with all the ballyhoo about its 
cost, is still considerably cheaper on a 
square foot basis than the Rayburn 
building. 

Mr. President, using 1981 dollars, 
which we are using for both buildings, 
the Hart Building would cost $172 per 
square foot and the Rayburn $212 per 
square foot, or substantially more. 

I have just one final word, Mr. Presi
dent, and then I will let the opponents 
speak. For every month which goes by 
without completing that building, it is 
costing the American taxpayer $700,000. 
That i.s the reason for which I have 
come in and sought expedited considera
tion of this amendment on this bill. It 
is time for the Senate to make up its 
mind. If in fact we would accept what 
I consider to be the absolutely asinine 
idea of leaving that building with its 
exposed steel to rust away in the 
weather, or an almost equally asinine 
idea of just :fiinishing off the shell, then 
when we come in and finally present 
that building we will present a nice bill 
to the American taxpayer that goes up 
at the rate of $700,000 a month. 

Our friends in the House of Repre
sentatives, Mr. President, last year-

Mr. DANFORTH. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. In just a moment. 
Mr. DANFORTH. I wanted to ask a 

question at the appropriate time. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I have one more 

comment, and then I shall yield. 
Mr. President, our friends in the 

House of Representatives last year killed 
the Senate appropriation on economy 
grounds. Do you know what has hap
pened in the meantime, Mr. President, 
because of that delay? The sum of $20 
million has been added to the tax bill of 
the taxpayers. I do not think that is the 
kind O'f economy we want in this Govern
ment. 

I yield. 
Mr. DANFORTH. I would like to ask 

a question. It is my understanding that 
1972 was the first year, is that correct, 
when this building was proposed or the 
first authorization was made? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The first public law, 
yes, was passed in 1972, that is correct. 

Mr. DANFORTH. At that time, the 
building was estimated to cost $48 mil
lion. Is that right? . 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Not this building. 
That was an estimate based on a sort 
of replication of the Dirksen Senate 
Office Building. By the way, that was 
before I came to the Senate. 

Mr. DANFORTH. A third Senate office 
building at that time was supposed to 
cost $48 million. Is that correct? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. If the Senator 
is interested in all the figures, in 1972, 
it was $48 million. In 1974, the design 
of this building, rounding off, was $69 
million. In 1974--

Mr. DANFORTH. I am sorry. The 
Senator said 1972 was $48 million. Then 
he moved to 1974. 
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. Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, I have $68,825,-

000 appropriated. 
Mr. DANFORTH. In 1974? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. That is 1974. In De

cember of 1974, it went up to $85 mil
lion. Last year, it was $122 million. This 
year, based on this amendment, $142 
million. 

Mr. DANFORTH. The $142 million in 
this amendment would pay the entire 
cost. Is that going to be the end of it? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I say to my friend 
that the Architect of the Capitol hired 
an outside estimating firm to come in 
and estimate everything. It is a nation
ally recognized firm. What we did is take 
those figures of the outside firm, con
curred in by the Architect of the Capitol. 
We increased that by the inflationary 
factors which the Architect of the Capi
tol was using. Then we increased the 
contingency fund from 5 percent to 15 
percent. Then we made our deductions 
and, based on that, we have this figure of 
$142 million, which I sincerely hope and 
have done everything that I know of pos
sible to say, is a final, complete figure 
that will not change. 

Mr. DANFORTH. It is my recollection, 
Mr. President, that last year, in the vote 
we had on the floor of the Senate, after 
extensive debate critical of this building, 
we attempted to put an absolute cap on 
the cost of this building of $135 million. 
Is that not right? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. It is a rather curious 
situation. We put on a cap of $135 mil
lion, then we appropriated $140 million. 

Mr. DANFORTH. The authorization 
was $135 million? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No, Mr. President, 
there was language purporting to put a 
ceiling of $135 million on it, but the 
cumulative appropriation-last year's 
appropriation plus the previous year's 
appropriation----'amount to $140 million. 
I have treated the $140 million as if it 
were a ceiling. 

Mr. DANFORTH. So the cap we at
tempted to put on last year of $135 mil
lion meant absolutely nothing, is that 
right? Now we are up to $142 million. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will 
yield--

Mr. DANFORTH. The Senator has the 
floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. We would be well 
within the money if the House had not 
killed the appropriation last year. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I am not interested 
in fixing blame on the House or anybody 
else. What I am saying is that last year, 
we went through the charade-it turns 
out to have been just wasted motion, just 
beating our gums-of having a cap of 
$135 million. We said, oh, no, we had a 
previous estimate that was $140 million. 
Now the Senator says it is $142 million. 
Now I am asking, Is that the absolute 
cap? Will we have a building for $142 
million? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I believe so. 
Mr. DANFORTH. And we are not going 

to come back next year and say we are 
going to go over $142 million? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I have done every
thing I can. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Can I have the 
Senator's total, absolute, unqualified as-

surance that $142 million is the absolute 
cap? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. The Senator has my 
total, absolute, unqualified assurance 
that so far as I know, I have done the 
best I can. (Laughter.) 

Mr. DANFORTH. This is exactly the 
point, one of the two points that should 
be made. I do not want to take up too 
much of the Senator's time, because we 
shall have our own. 

Mr. President, the first of the points 
is that this is Government extravagance 
in its quintessential form. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Does the Senator 
mean this amendment? 

Mr. DANFORTH. This building is the 
very model for the whole country to 
look at of the extravagance of the Fed
eral Government. 

The second point that should be made 
is that at a time when the President of 
the United States is trying to convince 
the American people that he has a grip 
on things, that he has some control of 
Government, some control of what is 
going on in the country, some control of 
the energy problem, what we are saying 
when, over a period of 7 years, the figure 
for this building goes from $48 million to 
$69 million to $85 million to $122 million 
to $135 million to $140 million to $142 
million over a period of 7 years-it seems 
to me we are conceding to the people of 
this country, "Folks, we do not have any 
control over anything in America, much 
less even on how to ·build an office build
ing in our own backyard." 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Let us wait just a 
minute. Is the Senator saying we do not 
need a buildmg·:' 

Mr. DANFORTH. Yes, I think we do 
not need a building. But that is not tne 
point. The point I am putting to the 
Senator is this: Are we not conceding 
that we in Washington, we in the U.S. 
Senate, we in this Federal Government, 
have absolutely no way of controlling 
anything that goes on in this country, 
including the cost of one lousy office 
building? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No, we are not doing 
that. 

It is very easy for all the Senators to 
sit up here and throw knives at me. I 
have put myself in this position. I did 
not ask for the job, but I have it, and 
here I am. You can call me a profligate 
spender if you want. I cannot unscam
ble that egg. When they appointed me 
chairman of this Senate office building, 
I had a building up there. I have the 
practical responsibility to try to deter
mine what to do with that building. 

Are you telling me that, for the sake 
of appearances, we are not going to fi
nance that building, we are goin·g to let 
the steel rust away, just so the American 
people will, somehow, have more confi
dence in the Senate? 

Listen, I do not hold a back seat to 
you or any of you on balanced budget. 
It is my motion that passed the balanced 
budget in the Budget Committee, that 
cut $7 billion off President Carter's 
budget. It was my motion, that was 
adopted, that gave us a balanced budget 
by fiscal year 1981. 

How did you vote when I came up with 
the first budget-cutting amendment 

here, on the floor of the Senate, on cost 
of medical school cutback, and on the 
other cost-cutting things which I have 
been behind? 

Look, do not call me a big profligate 
spender. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I am not calling you 
anything at all. I am saying that, re
gardless Of BENNETT JOHNSTON, for Whom 
I have the highest personal regard-the 
highest personal regard-! am not call
ing you anything at all. I am saying to 
the American people that institutionally, 
we in Washington, we in the U.S. Senate, 
the President of the United States, who 
is trying to convince the American peo
ple that he has a grip on things-that 
we in Washington have a grip on abso
lutely nothing; that the country is spin
ning out of control and we cannot even 
control the cost of one office building. 

Call it the Taj Mahal or Versailles or 
whatever you want to call it, this palatial. 
grandiose structure. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What is palatial 
about it? 

Mr. DANFORTH. It is a symbol for the 
entire country of a government run out 
of control. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. What would you 
have done had you been called upon by 
the majority leader to take on this 
chairmanship a few weeks ago? I would 
like to know. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I would have said 
the same thing I said last year. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. You would have said 
no to the appointment? 

Mr. DANFORTH. I would have said 
stop the darned thing. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. And what, let it rust 
away out there? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Absolutely. Call it a 
museum if you want. Over at the Hirsh
horn Museum, there are a few !-beams 
put up that they call a work of art. You 
can go over to the Hirshhorn and they 
have a bow of a boat and some !-beams 
and they call it something or other. They 
paid a guy to do that. 

We have the same thing over here. 
Last year, the Senate went along and 
said, "OK, we are in a trap now. You 
keep building the thing and we have to 
go along." 

What the Senator is saying now is 
that we have no control over the situa
tion because it is under construction 
and therefore, we have to pay any 
darned bill that the contractor submits 
to us. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. No. We do not have 
to pay any darn bill. I will tell you that 
if you get 51 8enators--

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair would like to interrupt 
for just a moment to remind the Sena
tor that it is customary for the Sena
tors to address the Chair on their re
marks. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Very well, Mr. Pres
ident. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. To proceed, the Chair recognizes 
the Senator from Louisiana. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Senator will state it. 

\ 
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Mr. DANFORTH. It was my under

standing that I was engaging in a col
loquy with the distinguished junior Sen
ator from Louisiana on his time in an
swering questions. But am I mistaken on 
that? 

The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem
pore. The Chair would not become en
gaged, but is just reminding Senators 
that, even in the terms of a colloquy, it 
is customary to address the Chair and 
not each other. 

Mr. JOHNSTON addressed the Chair. 
The ACTING PRESIDENT pro tem

pore. The Senator from Louisiana. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, in re

ply to my distinguished colleague, we 
have about $70 million in that building 
now, on contracts we have now, and, yes, 
we could leave it there, not finish it. 

We would have a parking garage we 
could use and not one whit of space; $70 
million spent. And there is not the slight
est doubt some future Congress would 
come along and finish it, because why 
did they commission it in the first place? 
Because we need the space. 

Perhaps the Senator does not. In my 
office, I have one office with five people 
in it, another with five people in it, one 
person has his office in a very small bath
room, another office with four people 
in it. 

I do not know what the Senator has. 
But, listen, my office staff works hard. I 
do not make the slightest apology for 
Senate employees and the numbers of 
them. They are among the hardest work
ing group I know. To say we need to cut 
down the amount of staff we have around 
here is just poppycock. 

The Senate staff and its proliferation 
is not the problem in this country. Look 
at the Budget Committee. It is a brand 
new committee, put together for the sole 
purpose of controlling the budget, and I 
think they are doing a pretty good job. 

The CBO, the same thing. 
Yes, staff is growing. But we need of

fice space around here. That is the rea
son this building was started in the first 
place. 

But if the Senator can get togethe,r 51 
Senators and stop this building, it is all 
right with me. 

I can get along with the people I have. 
We will just keep that $70 million, the 
$70 million memorial to the idiocy of the 
Senate, and just leave it up to the people 
to decide which side of that argument 
was the most idiotic. 

We would probably have been better 
off just to strangle ourselves without a 
building at all. But we have $70 million 
in the process now and I think we have 
to continue it. 

I yield the floor, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 

TsoNGAS). Who yields time? 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I think 

one important statistic has been left out 
in this debate. The proponents stated 
that the rising cost has gone, starting off 
from $48 million, then to $69 million, 
then to $85 million, then to $122 million, 
then just a year ago it was $135 million. 

Yesterday morning the presentation by 
the distinguished chairman of the Build
ing Committee stated it was going to be 

$137 million, and in 10 hours yesterday 
it jumped $5 million. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Let me just finish. 
I appreciate that the figures he came 

in with yesterday morning were the 
stripped-down building. But within 10 
hours the Appropriations Committee had 
added $5 million. 

I think we ought to get one thing 
straight here, Mr. President. We are kid
ding ourselves completely if we think this 
figure of $142 million is going to stick. 
It showed yesterday, it became unglued 
immediately. Three items were added 
back in, and every item has a justifica
tion for it. 

The paneling is actually going to save 
us money, we were told. That is only a 
$2.2 million item. But we cannot cut it 
out, as the chairman originally proposed. 
The Finance Committee restored it, and 
the restaurant for the public. They re
stored the central hearing room. 

Does anybody really think as we sit 
here they will not restore the furniture? 

Those of us on the other side are ac
cused of being asinine, idiotic, all those 
terms are tossed around. But does any
body really believe, do the proponents 
of this bill really believe, that furniture 
will not be added in? 

He testified yesterday, as chairman of 
the Building Committee, everybody will 
pick up his furniture and move it over 
to the other building. We all know that 
is not so. 

Every one of these items will be re
stored. They may not be restored within 
10 hours. That was a record yesterday: 
$5 million in 10 hours. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Will the Senator 
yield on the matter of the furniture? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. What was the cost 

for the furniture? How much did that 
add-$13 million? 

Mr. CHAFEE. $13 million. That is 
right; $13 million of furniture that was 
cut out. 

But everybody knows that is going to 
be back in. Every single one of these 
items will be restored. 

One of the most attractive items they 
cut out was an energy control item, 
something to save energy. That will go 
whipping right back in, in these times. 
Actually, it is one of the items that 
ought to be in there if we go ahead with 
this building. 

So as to the real cost of this building, 
judging ifrom the world's worst estima
tors, which the group handling estima
tions on this building have proven them
selves to be, they say now it will cost 
$174,600,000, and we all know they are 
wrong, and they are wrong on the down 
side. So it will come right back to that 
figure we discussed last year, $200 mil
lion. 

Mr. President, that does not include 
one important item. That is, does any
body believe those 50 Senators are go
ing to sit over there in their imperial 
majesty, 16-foot ceilings, paneled walls, 
atriums, Calder mobiles, and does any
body think the Dirksen and the Russell 
Buildings will be left the way they are? 

Who is going to get along with an un-

dignified 8-foot ceiling when across the 
hall, down the street a bit, they have 
16-foot ceilings? 

Just as sure as we are sitting here, 
we know that those buildings are go
ing to be gutted so there will be similar 
offices, so the other 50 can live in the 
same style. 

It seems to me, Mr. President, that 
the key thing is that this country of 
ours is in trouble, and who knows it 
better than the President of the United 
States? The majority party all cheered 
his speech the other night. He said that 
there is a troubled spirit in this coun
try-and, certainly, there is. We have 
lnflation. We have energy. We have 
·every different kind of problem. The 
President appealed to the people: "Be 
with me," he said, "Are you with me?" 
And they cheered. And they are with 
him and they will do all they can. 

Is it right for us, 100 Senators, sitting 
here, not exactly in undignified sur
roundings, to proceed with this building 
that will cost $200 million and say to 
the people, "Well, you save. You fight 
inflation, but not us. We need more staff. 
We need bigger offices. We need rooftop 
restaurants. We need paneled offices. But 
you save, you peasants out there, but not 
us. Don't have us cut back." 

Now, it is characterized as being as
inine for anybody to suggest, "Let's say 
stop. Let's close this thing in, seal it in. 
Some day, hopefully, this country will 
have its budget balanced again. Some 
day maybe we will have inflation under 
control, and at that time we can 
proceed." 

Now, the distinguished junior Senator 
from Louisiana undoubtedly will be here 
aft that time and when we proceed to go 
aheap with that building, he will say, 
"Look, we could have had it for $200 mil
lion. Now it is going to cost x million 
dollars." 

That is not the point. The point is, 
can we afford it now? Is it the right 
thing to do? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

the distinguished Senator from Louisi
ana was asked by the majority leader if 
he would take on the oneroll!S job of act
ing as chairman of the Senate Building 
Commission. 

Mr. CHAFEE. May I break in for 1 
minute? Is this on my time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the time 
not be charged to the distinguished Sen
ator from Rhode Island. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I did not 
create the Senate Building Commission, 
but I have a responsibility to try to get 
Senators to serve on that Commission. 
Nobody wants the job. I did not want it. 
The Senator from Louisiana did not ask 
for it, and he does not want it. However, 
out of a sense of responsibility, to fulfill 
the duties that are incumbent upon the 
Senate, he accepted that chore. He does 
not relish the job, but someone has to 
assume the duty. He has devoted time to 
it. He has made a recommendation, based 
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on the hearings that were conducted by 
his Commission, and based on the dis
cussions that were had in the Appropri
ations Committee. 

I respect the a.ble Senator from Rhode 
Island. I respect his opposition to the 
item. I have no quarrel about that. But 
let us not be critical of the Senator from 
Louisiana, who is attempting to do his 
duty. I hope we will not get personal 
about this. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I will yield in 
a moment. 

I do not think any Senator intends to 
do that; but I think the record should be 
clear as to why the Senator from Louisi
ana is in this position today, in bringing 
this recommendation to the Senate. 

I also want to make clear that I admire 
him and respect him for taking on this 
chore; for taking on the responsibility 
that nobody wants, for taking on this 
duty that somebody has to perform. 

The senator from Louisiana is pre
senting a case, and I think he has done it 
in a masterful way. Those in opposition 
to it are presenting their case. They have 
a right to do that. They have a right to 
vote against the building. 

I hope a little consideration will be 
given to the Senator from Louisiana, and 
t'hat he may be accorded all due respect 
that he would accord to those who hold 
opposite views. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Exactly what has 

been said that in the Senator's opinion 
has cast reflections on the Senator from 
Louisiana? I have not heard anything at 
all. 

What we are casting reflection on is 
the excessive spending for this building 
and the fact that we have absolutely no 
control over the cost of that building. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yielded for a 
question. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Are we supposed to 
be--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yielded for a question. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Pardon? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I yielded for a question. 
Mr. DANFORTH. You have a question. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. What is the 

question? 
Mr. DANFORTH. What is the reflec

tion that has been cast on the Senator 
from Louisiana? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The Senator 
may speak against the building, if he 
wishes to; that is his business. I do not 
find any fault with that. I do not know 
how the Senate will come down on this. 
That is up to each Senator. 

As I listened, I felt that the Senator 
from Louisiana was being made the tar
get of criticism that I do not believe is 
justified; and I am sure Senators do not 
want to leave the impression that the 
Senator personally is being criticized. I 
hope that is not the case. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I was 

not offended by the remarks of my good 
friends, the Senator from Missouri and 
the Senator from Rhode Island. But I 
must say that I am awfully glad the ma
jority leader came in and did make clear 
that I did not ask for this job. 

However, I must say that I am a big 
boy and I knew what I was getting into 
when I accepted it. When you are chair
man of an Office Building Commission 
which has been written up around this 
country as being a Taj Mahal and you 
come in and ask the Senate to finish it, 
you are leading with your chin, and you 
are asking for it. So I guess I asked for it. 

All I want to do is do the most re
sponsible thing I can recommend. 

I did not take the remarks as being 
personal. I knew that whoever had the 
job would be criticized. 

I do not think the building is a Taj 
Mahal. I think it is in keeping with the 
other buildings around here. It cost a 
whole lot less than the Rayburn Build
ing, and I guess that is a Taj Mahal. It 
costs the same as the FBI Building per 
square foot and the same as the other 
buildings around here. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I am 
always conscious of time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. We are 
proceeding under the unanimous-con
sent request of the majority leader. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Which is that the time 
is charged to nobody? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. To no one. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. As soon as I 

yield the floor, the time will be charged. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, back 

in 1972, before I came to the Senate, the 
Public Works Committee, which first 
recommended--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair informs the Senator that he is 
now using his own time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I do not want to continue to yield, just 
now. 

Let me just say that I respect the 
viewpoint of all Senators on the issue. 
As I listened to the debate in my office, 
I heard Senators referring to each other 
in the first person. The Chair called at
tention to the fact that Senators should 
address other Senators through the 
Chair. It is also the rule that Senators 
should refer to other Senators in the 
third person. This is in order that acer- . 
bities might be avoided and that the 
debate might not get too personal. 

I just felt that it should be made clear 
as to why the Senator from Louisiana is 
acting in his present capacity, and I felt 
that I should accord him the honor and 
respect he deserves for taking on that 
onerous burden. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I have done 

that for the RECORD. 
I hope that the Senator from Con

necticut and the Senator from Missouri 
will not take umbrage at my doing this. 
I certainly do not mean to cast any re
flection on them because of the position 
they are taking. I respect them for it, as 
I said earlier. If they want to oppose the 
item, that is all right. Any Senator may 
vote as he wishes. I just thought it should 
be made clear as to why the Senator 
from Louisiana is the chairman, and I 

wanted to pay him this tribute on the 
record. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, I com

mend the distinguished Senator from 
Louisiana for taking on a very thank
less job. 

I was here when this new building 
'Was first authorized and began. The 
newer Members of the Senate wanted 
a bigger staff and more room. I said 
there was room enough. They claimed 
there was not. They started this thing 
of more staff and a new office building. 
I voted against extra staff. I did not 
think they were necessary, but we have 
them. 

I, for one, do not want to leave the 
building half built. Because of infla
tion it is bound to cost much more in 
the future. I will not be here, because I 
will leave when my term is up next 
year; so it will be of no benefit to me. 
If I vote for it, it will be an unpopular 
vote, and I will get a lot of hell for it. 
But I will vote for what I think is right, 
and that is to finish this building after 
the huge amount of money we already 
put into it. 

Mr. CHAFEE. One question: I say to 
the distinguished majority leader that 
I am not prepared to concede that any 
remarks I made were personal, because 
my respect for the proponent is great, 
and I think everyone knows that. But 
if, perhaps, we are feeling a little prickly 
when the opponents are described as 
being asinine and idiotic, I suppose that 
does get the juices flowing a little. 

However, we are prepared to proceed 
whenever the majority leader wants to 
yield the floor. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, before I yield the floor, may I say 
that there is no more redoubtable a 
supporter on an issue in the Senate than 
the distinguished Senator from Connec
ticut. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Rhode Island. That 
is the first mistake the Senator has 
made today. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That is the 
second time I have made the same mis
take. 

The Senator from Rhode Island, 
stood toe to toe with this Senator and 
other Senators in the effort to grant $50 
million in military aid for Turkey, and 
I think that was in the best interests of 
the United States. 

I found him to be a strong supporter 
in what he and I thought was the right 
cause. Yet, may I say, when he is on the 
other side of an issue, he is a formidable 
opponent. Not for once would I think 
that either he or the Senator from Mis
souri would intentionally cast any reflec
tion on the Senator from Louisiana or 
any other Senator. 

But I thought the debate was waxing 
a little warm and that there were refer
ences to Senators in the first person that 
could be misunderstood or misinter
preted. The Senator from Louisiana had 
taken on an onerous burden in agreeing 
to chair the Senate Building Commis
sion. May I say I am going to support his 
position also. 
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Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, be

fore the majority leader yields the fioor, 
I wish to ask him a question. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DANFORTH. I appreciate his will

ingness and sense of duty in policing the 
decorum in the Chamber. I did not be
lieve that we were departing from that 
traditional Senate debate. But I hope 
that the majority leader is not suggesting 
that we in the name of decorum tone 
down our attack on a building. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Oh, no. Never. 
Mr. DANFORTH. It is not a breach of 

decorum, as I understand it--
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Perish the 

thought. Never. 
Mr. DANFORTH. To call a building 

ridiculous or to call the building a Taj 
Mahal. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Oh, the Sen
ator may call the building whatever he 
wishes. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Or a Versailles. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Anything he 

wants. 
Mr. DANFORTH. The distinguished 

majority leader might even consider that 
to be a compliment in the third Senate 
Office Building. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would not go 
that far. The Senator may talk about the 
building any way he wishes. He may call 
it by any name he thinks it deserves. 

But just please let us address one 
another in accordance with the Rules of 
the Senate in the third person and let 
us have a little mercy on the Senator 
from Louisiana who is here doing his 
duty-as the Senators are doing theirs. 

I yield the floor. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have remaining? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Twenty

six minutes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield myself 3 

minutes. 
Mr. President, I am ready to recognize 

that it does not violate the rule to do 
those things that the Senator from Mis
souri spoke of. It probably should, but 
it does not, and I am willing to play by 
the rules of today. 

Mr. President, in 1972 when the Senate, 
before I got here, passed the original 
Senate office building .authorization, 
they were faced with certain impera
tives in the Senate office building. One 
of those was you have to build a build
ing that lasts for a couple hundred 
years. I mean that is the way we must 
build on Capitol Hill in our Nation's 
Capital. Second, it must be in keeping 
with the other buildings around it. It 
should not be an eyesore that looks like 
a Holiday Inn. However good those are 
as motels they are not very good as na
tional buildings and monuments. 

We spend an enormous .amount of 
money in this Capital keeping up ap
pearances. We are spending almost $200 
million for the facade of the Pennsyl
vania Avenue Corporation, not even 
public buildings, just so that they will 
look right on that important arena. 

That is what the Senate had to do in 
1972, build a permanent building, build 
it to last 200 years, and I might also add 

they had to build a tramway to this Sen
ate, an underground subway, because 
otherwise the Nation's business would 
have been held up. 

Those three things contributed a 
great deal to the cost. I do not frankly 
know why tlie cost has escalated this 
much. I do not defend the fact that the 
cost escalated from $68 million to last 
year $122 million. I do not defend that 
at all. 

I know something about the process 
where the miscalculations were m.ade. 
But, Mr. President, it happened. The egg 
is scrambled and I cannot unscramble 
it except to complete the building. That 
is the only responsible thing I believe 
that this Senate can do. 

Will the furniture be ordered? All I 
said was I am not recommending that it 
be ordered. Each Senator, each em
ployee, now has a desk and a chair and 
whatever he needs in terms of furniture. 

If some future Senate feels that is not 
sufficient, so be it. But it is not necessary 
for this building to have new furniture. 
We can occupy it with the existing fur
niture. I mean I do not know-maybe we 
will build a fourth Senate office building 
someday-but that is no argument 
against this proposition because this 
proposition does not include it. 

Mr. President, I hope the Senate will 
pass this amendment, and I yield the 
floor. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, will 
the Senator from Rhode Island yield me 
4 minutes? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, first, 

I express my admiration and sympathy 
to the distinguished Senator from Lou
isiana, Senator JoHNSTON. I think he 
has done a marvelous job with a very 
weak case. He has indicated once again 
his great intelligence, his great ability, 
and his great courage to stand up on 
the floor and defend this kind of a boon
doggle. I mean that. I mean he is an 
outstanding Senator, and there is 
nothing tougher than to have to do this. 

We were joking about it pretty much 
in the Appropriations Committee yes
terday. What a terrible job it is to have 
to take this on. Those Senators who de
fended it last time spoke about how diffi
cult it was with their constituents. 

I think it is difficult. I think we should 
give Senator BENNETT JOHNSTON credit 
for the way in which he has handled 
this and I think, as I say, he has done 
a very good job under very difficult cir
cumstances. 

Mr. President, the House of Repre
sentatives voted no on this. It is very, 
very rare that the House of Representa
tives or the Senate turns down an action 
by the other body. There is always a feel
ing of comity between the two bodies and 
between the two Houses, and that has 
been respected. But in this case, the 
House of Representatives said no. That 
was a surprise, and it should be ames
sage to us. 

After all, they were reacting to the 
angry feeling of constituents through
out the country. I am sure that they 
would like to have gone along with us 
but they felt and they are in a much 

more objective position because they · 
would not be affected one way or the 
other by whether we built a building, but 
they recognized that it was wrong, and 
I think we should consider that decision 
very carefully. 

In the second place, what kind of an 
example are we setting here at a time 
when inflation is overwhelmingly our 
No. 1 domestic problem, when infiation 
is moving along at 10 or 12 percent, when 
we are trying to do all we can to cope 
with inflation in every way we know how 
and when we have a serious budget prob
lem as it is in 1980 and 1981? How very 
difficult it is going to be for us to say 
no as we are going to have to say no to 
programs that are well justified and that 
we would all like to support. 

Recently, just the other day, the Sen
ate by majority vote voted against a 
housing program for which there was a 
very strong case. We voted to reduce that 
and reduce it sharply so that low-in
come-housing people would be housed in 
a lesser way than they would be if we had 
been more generous. We did that because, 
in my judgment-! was one of the major
ity; in fact it was my amendment-we 
felt that at this time under these cir
cumstances, inflation the problem that 
it is, we simply had to say no. It was a 
tough decision. 

We have also voted for a lower budget 
for health, for education, and for public 
works in every State and congressional 
district. We turned down a couple of 
public works proposals yesterday. We 
have been called on and we are going to 
hold down the farm program. We voted 
to hold down the food stamp program. 
We held down help for our cities and in 
combating crimes and assistance to the 
elderly. 

All these programs have great appeal 
and great justification, and they are 
needed. 

But we recognize that in a time of 
inflation and a time with a swollen Fed
eral budget we have to say no. 

How in good conscience can we really 
go back to our constituents and say we 
voted against education, against health, 
against housing, but on the other hand 
when it comes to our own Senate office 
building we felt we had to go ahead? 

Mr. President, just one more point: 
the argument has been made that the 
House of Representatives by acting as 
they did, as indicated, increased the costs 
of this building by 20 percent because it 
is delayed. Anyone with eyes to see knows 
that construction of that building was 
virtually idle month after month after 
month. It was an empty hole. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator from Wisconsin has 
expired. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I ask 
if the Senator from Rhode Island will 
yield me an additional 2 minutes? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Wisconsin is recognized for an 
additional 2 minutes. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Then Senator CHAFEE 
made it clear that he was going to make 
this an issue and Senator DANFORTH and 
others joined him, and the House of Rep
resentatives voted no. Then I have never 
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seen such activity. I happen to be in the 
Banking Committee room a great deal 
near the front end on that Hart Building, 
and they have been very busy ever since 
that action by the House of Representa
tives. The action by the House of Repre
sentatives did not slow them down. It 
galvanized them to action. It pushed 
them ahead. 

Mr. President, the toughest question 
here is what do we do now? We are in a 
tough position. The Senator from Loui
siana so well said we are faced with $70 
million invested in nothing but steel 
beams. What do we do? 

Just for this Senator and I know all 
Senators may have their answer, I think 
it would be a good reminder to the coun
try as well as to the Senate that we did 
say no and if we have a framework 
standing there that is not used and not 
occupied I think that that kind of grim 
reminder would indicate to the country 
that we had the will under tough cir
cumstances to say because of inflation, 
because of the difficulties this country is 
facing, because we were determined to 
hold dow'n spending we said no under 
those circumstances. This is a monument 
to the kind of thrift and the kind of re
straint that we should continue to show 
in the future. 

Mr. President, I thank my good friend. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I wish to congratulate 

the distinguished senior Senator from 
Wisconsin for those very fine remarks 
on an extremely important topic. 

It seems to me there are a lot of jokes 
made about this, and there is joshing 
back and forth. But I think we are really 
talking about a serious matter, and it is 
a question of what kind of a symbol are 
we going to hold out to the Nation. The 
Senator from Wisconsin touched on that 
in his remarks. 

It seems to me that in these difficult 
times, if we in the Senate cannot exercise 
any restraint then we are in a bad way. 
It has been talked about the difficulties 
we have without adequate staff. Well, Mr. 
President, the staff o.f the Senate has 
continued to grow, and as they have 
grown the space available for the staff 
has continued to grow. 

I would just like to point out that since 
the beginning of this decade, the begin
ning of 1970, there have been the fol
lowing totally owned Senate buildings 
added for staff for the U.S. Senate: 14,000 
feet in the Plaza Hotel. This is all over 
in the Monocle block just north of the 
Dirksen Building. 

Then came the Immigration Building 
of 54,000 feet. Then the Capitol Hill 
Hotel 23,000 square feet. Then the Senate 
Court apartments 44,000 square feet; 
then followed subsequently by the Carroll 
Arms apartments of 15,000 square feet. 

Then we rented space at 400 North 
Capitol for 38,000 square feet. 

Mr. President, there are 190,000 square 
feet of additional office space for staff 
alone that have been added for the U.S. 
Senate in 9 years. Where do we draw the 
line? Do we say there is no line, that we 
just keep expanding? 

It is clear that the only limitation on 
staff in the U.S. Senate is space. All of us 
have extra money for staff, unspent 
money. I have it, I suspect everybody 

does, extra money, and the constraining 
factor is space. There is no place to put 
them, and thank goodness for that. 
Otherwise not only will the staffs expand 
but the expense with them. 

There will be space in this new build
ing, if it is ever opened, for 3,000 new 
staff. 

It is suggested we are just going to 
spread out and have more room. Every
body will have a little more room. But 
it just plain does not work that way, and 
I think the proponents of this measure 
must acknowledge that. 

Does anybody seriously think when we 
add 3,000 more spaces over there that we 
are just going to flee out of the Dirksen 
Building and out of the Russell Build
ing and out of some of these other build
ings and that soon everybody will meet 
the OSHA requirement of 125 square feet 
per staff member? Well, of course not. I 
know just as sure as we are standing here 
that that new building, so inappropri
ately named the Hart Building, is going 
to be just as jam packed as every staff 
office space is at the current time. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I yield. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I do 

not know if the Senator from Rhode 
Island has had an opportunity to read 
the history of the Senate desks that was 
distributed by the Secretary of the Sen
ate about a week or so ago. I did. 

One of the interesting points that was 
made in that little handout was that it 
was not until, I think, 1909 that we had 
the first Senate Office Building. Before 
that there was no Senate Office Building, 
and most Members of the Senate, accord
ing to that booklet, operated out of the 
Senate Chamber. Their desks in the 
Chamber served as their offices. 

Since the beginning of this century 
we have had an explosion in geometric 
terms, as the Senator from Rhode Island 
has pointed out, not only in the number 
of buildings and the quantity of square 
feet, but also in staff. 

I am told that senate staff size has 
doubled in the last 10 years. As the sen
ator from Rhode Island pointed out, it 
has been estimated that another 3,000 
staff members will be added within the 
next 10 years to fill the available space. 

The question this presents is very in
teresting, and that is this: Is it really 
true that we do not have enough staff 
around here or perhaps can the argu
ment be made that we are trying to do 
so much, trying to read so many memo
randa, trying to keep on top of so many 
things, because we have so many staff 
people moving around that there is no 
sense of priority about what a Senator 
can do? 

A very interesting book was written by 
Elizabeth Drew based on two articles she 
wrote for the New Yorker magazine, the 
book being entitled "The Senator." It 
was a book relating her experiences fol
lowing Senator CULVER around for a 
period of time about a year ago. 

One of the points that really struck 
home to me in reading that book, which 
struck me as true, was the relationship 
between a Senator and his staff. It is 
obviously important to have good staff, 

and it is obviously important to have suf
ficent staff to get the work done. But is 
it not possible, and has not the point 
already been reached, that when the 
number of staff who work in the Senate 
has reached a point of diminishing 
returns that not only are they less pro
ductive by virtue of their quantity, but 
a Senator is less productive in the qual
ity of work that he is called upon to do, 
simply because he is being pulled apart 
in the number of directions at the same 
time by various different initiatives that 
he is following, as opposed to concentrat
ing on a few things that could be done at 
a very high quality of performance? 

It would seem to me that the notion 
that a building has to be created in order 

. to house additional staff, and then addi
tional staff are hired to fill the available 
space, is an unending snowballing kind 
of an effect where we can see that the 
U.S. Senate as an institution will get 
bigger and bigger and more and more 
complex, while there still will be under 
our Constitution but two U.S. ·Senators 
per State, no more. There will only be 24 
hours in a day. 

I am wondering if we are not just 
going to build in the possibility of spread
ing ourselves too thin by this argument 
that we must constantly have more staff 
and constantly have more buildings to 
house them. 

I would like to return to the argument 
which was made last year, and it was 
made again this year, and that is that 
here is a building already under con
struction. It is irresponsible, asinine, 
idiotic, whatever word you want to use, 
to try to stop the building in mid
process. What are the available alterna
tives to stopping it at construction? The 
available alternative that has been sug
gested last year and again this year on 
the floor of the Senate is that the only 
thing you can do is to just keep building, 
just keep writing checks. The sky is the 
limit. The $135 million cap means noth
ing, the $140 million cap means noth
ing, the $142 million cap means nothing. 

The cost of the building continues to 
escalate, and there is absolutely no han
dle that the Senate has on the cost, ex
cept writing checks. 

I do not know, and I would like some
one to tell me, when this building is 
scheduled to be completed. But I can see 
in the future coming back next year, the 
year after, and the year ·after that, and 
the same argument is going to be made. 
Inertia has set in. Inertia has set in, and 
you cannot stop the snowball. The Amer
ican people ask, "How do you stop infla
tion?" The American people asks, "How 
do you stop the growth and expansion of 
Government?" The American people ask, 
"How do you stop the energy problem?" 
And our answer is, "We can do nothing." 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for a few comments at this 
point? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Of course. It is your 
time. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I com
mend the Senator from Missouri for the 
very, very persuasive points he has made. 
He did indicate a little history. We stood 
on this floor a year ago, trying to stop 
this building, and at that time there was 
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just a skeleton. We heard the same argu
ments we hear now, "You cannot stop it, 
is has gone on too far." We tried to stop 
it when it was just a hole in the ground, 
but quickly the steel started rising after 
that. Then we brought it to the floor. The 
skeleton was up then, and we heard it 
had gone too far. Each time they bring 
that argument: "It has gone too far; we 
cannot stop it." 

I think, to set an example for the rest 
of the country, that now is the time to 
stop it. It should have been dead by now, 
not later. 

Two points I would like to make briefly. 
First, we heard last yeat, and we are 
hearing it again: "We hear that this 
building is too expensive, but it is no 
more expensive than· the Rayburn Build
ing." Mr. President, the facts· do not bear 
that out. The Architect of the Capitol 
testified in 1974 that the Rayburn Build
ing cost $60 a square foot. This building 
will cost in the area of $180 a square foot. 
Is the argument that costs have gone up 
three times since 1974? 

That argument does not h0ld water. 
The next item is: "The House cost of 

$20 million." Well, where do they get 
those statistics? They got them from the 
world's most inaccurate authors of statis
tics, the Office of the Architect of the 
Capitol. He has not been right in the fig
ures he has put out since 1972. Yet we are 
relying on those statistics to tell us that -
the House action cost us $20 million. 

Anyone can look out his window. I am 
in the Dirksen Building; I can see that 
construction going on. There are people 
all over that building. And this proposal 
is from that source of bad information, 
the Architect of the Captiol's bad esti
mates. They have not 'been right in any 
estimate; yet there is where they get 
their statistics of $20 million. Obviously, 
I think that is wrong. Just by looking 
we can see it is wrong, and we ought not 
to pay any attention to it. And, by the 
way, that is water over the dam anyway; 
let us take the situation we are in now. 

Finally, the argument about lack of 
space. We are so fraught with lack of 
space. We have been given plenty of 
space over the years, but we just gobble 
it up; and we will gobble up this addi
tional space within a short time. I do 
not know what the proponents of the 
measure suggest is enough space for each 
staff member. I think we talked about 
OSHA estimates of 125 or 150 square feet, 
but we all know we will soon be right 
back where we are now. I just do not 
understand the proponents' argument 
that that situation will be taken care of 
with this new building. 

Mr. PELL addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Whose side does the 

Senator wish to be on? 
Mr. PELL. I have not yet determined. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I will yield my colleague 

from Rhode Island 2 minutes. 
Mr. PELL. Mr. President, I think one 

thing that might clinch this argument is 
to make sure, if the new building is com
pleted, when the Senate employees move 
into the new building, that the buildings 
now known as the Carroll Arms, the Sen
ate Courts, the Plaza Hotel, and the 
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Capitol Hill,Apartments be immediately 
vacat_ed by the Senate. 

I"ask unanimous consent to offer an 
amendment to this effect for considera
tion at this time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from Rhode Island? 

Mr. CHAFEE. I would have to under
stand that. 

Mr. PELL. May I read the amend
ment? 

Mr. CHAFEE. We are in the middle of 
one amendment now. 

Mr. PELL. Right; but this would clinch 
at least the point the Senator was mak
i:ng about personnel. It would insure that 
we would not be left with the old build
ings and the new building, spreading out 
even more like an octopus. 

Will the Senator permit me to read 
the amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. What is 
the unanimous-consent request now? 

Mr. PELL. My unanimous-consent re
quest is that an amendment be consid
ered at this time. I guess it would be 
an amendment to the committee amend
ment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Why do we not take that 
up later? I am for the amendment. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
would have no objection to it if it is in 
line with what I understand to be the 
Senator's argument, that we vacate these 
other buildings. I do not thin-k a record 
vote is necessary. If the Senator wants 
to wait until all time is yielded back, it 
is OK with me, but I am perfectly will
ing to accept it. 

Mr. PELL. I have no lntention-
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, a parlia

mentary inquiry. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator will state it. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Can we accept an 

amendment in the middle of the discus
sion of another amendment? 

The PRESIDING OFFICEER. By 
unanimous consent it can be done. 

Mr. CHAFEE. What does the amend
ment say? 

Mr. PELL. May I read it? 
Provided further, That it is the will of the 

Senate that upon completion of the Hart 
Senate Office building, the Committee on 
Rules and Administration shall provide for 
the expeditious removal of personnel, equip
ment, and furnishings from the buildings 
known as the Carroll Arms, the Senate 
Courts, the Plaza Hotel, and the Capitol Hill 
Apartments and that said buildings shall re
main unoccupied by the Senate until de
molished; Provided further that the Archi
tect of the Capitol shall, .within six months 
of the vacating of the buildings known as the 
Carroll Arms, the Senate Courts, the Plaza 
Hotel, and the Capitol Hill Apartments, sub
mit to the Senate Committee on Appropri
ations estimates of the cost of razing and 
demolishing said buildings together with 
recommendations for future use, renovation, 
or demolition of the building known as the 
Immigration Building. 

It is certainly not my desire, and I do 
not think the desire of the Senate, to 
keep 1,700 employees in these outbuild
ings where they are now, in unsafe con
ditions, keep them there and then staff 
this new building with new employees. 
The idea is to take those 1,700 employees 

and put them in the new building, and 
shut down the others. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, re
serving the right to object, does the 
amendment compel any specific use of the 
buildings? In other words, does the 
amendment compel the razing of the 
buildings to make it a parking lot, or 
anything like that? 

Mr. PELL. No; it just says "said build
ings shall remain unoccupied by the Sen
ate until demolished." If they are not 
demolished, that does not change that 
phrase. Or we can knock out that phrase 
"until demolished" if you like. But the 
intent is to keep the Senate employees 
out of those buildings if we are going into 
this new, huge building. 

What I can see happening, if I am 
still chairman of the Rules Committee, 
is people coming along and saying, 
"Please, I want to both move into the 
new building and keep the old building." 

Mr. DANFORTH. Yes. Well, further 
reserving the right to object, there is no 
prohibition, as I understand, in the 
amendment to a future decision to sell 
those buildings to somebody else? 

Mr. PELL. Absolutely not. 
Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the Sen

ator from Louisiana yield? 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, how 

much time do I have left? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator has 22 minutes remaining. 
Is there objection to the request of the 

Senator from Rhode Island? 
Does the Senator indicate a reserva

tion? 
Mr. EXON. No. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. If there 

is no objection, the suggestion of the 
Senator from Rhode Island will be con
sidered a modification of the committee 
amendment. Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The modification is as follows: 
At the end of Amendment No. 338, insert 

the following: 
Provided further, That it is the will of the 

Senate that upon completion of the Hart 
Senate Office building, the Committee on 
Rules and Administration shall provide for 
the expeditious removal of personnel, equip
ment, and furnishings from the buildings 
know as the Carroll Arms, the Senate Courts, 
the Plaza Hotel, and the Capitol Hill Apart
ments and that said buildings shall remain 
unoccupied by the Senate vacant until 
demolished; Provided further that the 
Ar~hitect of the Capitol shall, within six 
months of the vacating of the buildings 
known as the Carroll Arms, the Senate 
Courts, the Plaza Hotel, and the Capitol Hill 
Apartments, submit to the Senate Com
mittee on Appropriations estimates of the 
cost of razing and demolishing said build
ings together with recommendations for 
future use, renovation, or demolition of the 
building known as the Immigration Build
ing. 

Mr. PELL. I thank my colleagues. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield 2 minutes to 

the Senator from Nebraska. 
Mr. EXON. I thank my colleague. 
The reason I sought recognition, Mr. 

President, was that I would have liked 
to have added my name as a cosponsor 
to the very worthy amendment just of-
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fered by the Senator which I think gets 
to the heart of the key issue in this prob
lem. I have been listening with great 
interest to the debate. It seems to me 
that whether or not the decision was 
right or wrong when it was made some 
time ago, the most irresponsible position 
that we could take in the Senate would 
be to say that we created an expendi
ture of millions and millions of dollars 
and now we are going to let it stand there 
and rust and wither away. 

It seems to me, as I suggested in a let
ter to the committee when it was ad
dressing this yesterday, what we should 
do is move as many people who are in 
rented buildings into that new building, 
when and if it is completed. Therefore, 
it seems to me that the taxpayers are 
best served by the suggestion made when 
we adopted the amendment by the Sen
ator from Rhode Island, to move people 
from rented buildings and dispose of 
those buildings, if we own them, and, 
therefore, make a saving to the taxpayer. 

Certainly, I would think that if we 
abandon the building as it is now it would 
be the worst possible choice of all. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

I would like to point out to the Senator 
from Nebraska that there will not be sav
ings as far as rent goes, because we own 
those buildings anyway. So concerning 
the savings he looks forward to, with the 
exception of the North Capitol Street 
building, which was not mentioned by 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island in 
his proposal, that is the only rented 
building. With the others, the Plaza, the 
Immigration Building, the Capitol Hill 
Hotel, the Senate Arms Apartment, and 
so on, we will not save a nickel by leav
ing them vacant. There is no rent paid. 
We own them. 

Mr. EXON. If the Senator will yield, 
I thought during the statement made by 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island he 
did say that we would have the option of 
selling those older and I would assume 
less energy efficient buildings than the 
new one would be if and when it is com
pleted. Is the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island suggesting that we would not be 
able to make any saving whatsoever in 
total cost? 

Mr. CHAFEE. No. I do not think any
one has suggested th~t we are going to 
sell off those buildings. The Architect of 
the Capitol has ideas for further office 
buildings in that space. That space is 
there right across the street from the so
oalled block, and the master plan down 
the future is for more office buildings. 
I do not think anybody should look for a 
bonanza from the sale of that property 
to some private investor. It is just not 
there. 

Second, of course there will be added 
savings, but there will be added costs 
when we go into this new building. Any 
time you try and heat 16-foot ceilings, 
or try to cool them, there are a lot of 
problems. The operation 1and mainte
nance of this new building will be far 
greater than the buildings we are operat
ing in now. There is no question. 

It will be more commodious, more lux
urious, more marble, more paneling, but 
it will not be less expensive in any way. 

Mr. EXON. Are there facts and figures 

which back up t:P.e statements which have 
just been made by the junior Senator 
from Rhode Island? Certainly, I do not 
agree that we need more office space in 
general for Members of the Senate or 
their staff, but I had suspected that with 
staff scattered all over Crupitol Hill we 
probably could be more efficient, both in 
the use of time and hopefully more effi
cient from the standpoint of conserving 
energy, if we could centralize that staff 
in a more centralized location. That was 
my point. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Trying to quantify effi
ciency, of course, is always 1a little diffi
cult. The suggestion inevitably made by 
the proponents is that there will be more 
efficiency in this area where they will 
have twice as much square footage as 
they presently have. The Senator from 
Nebraska will have to make his own judg
ment on that. 

My own judgment is that experience 
has clearly shown us that staff rises to 
meet available space and experience is 
clear that in giving the Sen!llte more 
space, whether in the Plaza Hotel, the 
Immigration Building, Capitol Hill Hotel, 
Senate Court Apartments, Hill Apart
ments, 400 North Capitol Street, immedi
ately we fill it. That is what we do. We 
just add more and more staff. Out they 
go to fill up every single available square 
inch. 

The chairman of the Building Com
mittee has pointed out that he has a 
staff member who works in a bathroom. 
That is what we do with any space. I do 
not think anyone would be prepared to 
stand before this Senate and say that 
when we move into this new area where 
there is going to be twice as much square 
footage that will not soon be filled and 
we will be right back where we are now. 

Mr. EXON. I agree with the state
ments made by the junior Senator from 
Rhode Island and eloquently made by 
the Senator from Missouri, who is on the 
floor now, and I agree, that when you 
have more space, you expand staff and 
move into it. That is why I am support
ing enthusiastically a motion made by 
the senior Senator from Rhode Island 
which was the heart of what I wrote to 
the committee yesterday, that we should 
use that building for existing staff and, 
if necessary, get rid of the old buildings 
which are not necessary. What I am say
ing to the junior Senator from Rhode 
Island is I am agreeing with his theory 
which I believe has been proven, that if 
we have more room we do indeed get 
more staff. I think by transferring staff 
we could eliminate the most part of that 
very reason!llble objection. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 

of my time. 
e Mr. DOMENICI. Mr. President, I op
pose any additional appropriations to the 
Hart Building. I believe we should enclose 
the building, complete the shell, and 
mothball it for the future decision by the 
Senate. 

As a member of the Senate Office 
Building Commission, I can tell you that 
the Senate has been treated shabbily in 
the way this building has been handled. 
For years we were never told of the de
lays and added costs. We were told by 
the Capitol Architect that the Associate 

Architect was never able to provide ac
curate cost figures. A year ago, the build
ing was to cost $122 million. Now, it is to 
cost $174 million. As tough as it is, I in
tend to vote to stop work on the Hart 
Building now and mothball this bad 
project. 

Such a decision would serve as an ex
ample to the American public-an ex
ample that the Senate can stop a bad 
project. Such an action will save as much 
as $100 million in the costs to finish the 
building. It will save the cost of remodel
ing the existing building at tens of mil
lions of dollars, and we will save the cost 
of the additional legislative bureaucracy. 
This will cost at least $75 million yearly 
for the 3,000 additional staff that will 
inevitably cram that building as thor
oughly as our present buildings are now 
crammed. 

The American people have no desire 
that the U.S. Senate complete this ex
travagant project-even without frills
and to bring with it the associated growth 
of the congressional bureaucracy. Stop
ping now would give Congress the op
portunity and the time to assess what we 
need for the future, both in buildings and 
bureaucracy. 

I urge the Senate to oppose any fur
ther appropriations for this building and 
to direct the Architect of the Capitol to 
complete work now under contract and 
mothball the building for the future.• 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. NELSON. Will the Senator yield 
for a request? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. NELSON. I have been in the Fi

nance Committee all morning listening 
to testimony on the windfall profits tax 
so I am not acquainted with the debate 
which has been going on. What, pre
cisely, is the proposal being made by 
the distinguished Senator which is dif
ferent from last year? What precisely is 
the proposal made at this time? 

Mr. CHAFEE. What to do with the 
building? 

Mr. NELSON. Yes. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Those who oppose the 

amendment propose to close the build
ing in and leave it there until this coun
try is able to finance the many, many 
things we wish to finance, including this 
building. We have before the Senate mo
tions to cut food stamp programs. It 
just does not seem to us to be the ap
propriate time to go ahead with a build
ing such as this. 

Mr. NELSON. So the proposal is not 
to utilize it for any other personnel who 
are in other buildings, just to close it 
up? 

Mr. CHAFEE. To close it up, to stop 
where we are now, with no more expend
itures, to not go ahead with this addi
tional $54 million which has been re
quested, but to take the available money 
and close it in. There have been a lot 
of suggestions that it will all rust away, 
but I do not follow that argument at all. 
When it is closed in, why should it rust 
away? 

Mr. NELSON. What would be the to
tal figure for completing the closing in 
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of the building, plus what has been put 
in it now? Does the Senator have that? 

Mr. CHAFEE. The total amount would 
be in the neighborhood of $70 million. 

Mr. NELSON. To close it in and just 
leave the building standing. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Right. Not additional
total, which has been already appropri
ated. What is sought today is some $54 
million more, which will complete the 
building without the features which we 
all-which I very firmly believe are go
ing to be added in very quickly, just as, 
yesterday, $5 million was added in be
fore the Appropriations Committee. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, I 

wonder if I could ask the Senator from 
Rhode Island some questions? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Yes. 
Mr. DANFORTH. I did not follow the 

proceedings in the committee yesterday, 
the Commission, as the Senator did. I 
was wondering exactly what has been 
done to delete some of the extra va
gance? 

This morning's Washington Post re
ports that-

The Senate Office Building Commission 
yesterday agreed to cut out $36.8 million 
worth of gymnasium, "monumental stairs," 
fancy furniture, and other baubles. 

Now, then, I take it that, instead of 
having three gymnasiums for the 100 
Members of the Senate, we shall have a 
mere two, is that right? 

Mr. CHAFEE. That is right. But, as I 
say, I suspect that every one of these 
items deleted by the Building Commis
sion will soon be added back in. As a 
matter of fact, three of them were added 
in within 10 hours of the submission 
of the Building Commission's report 
yesterday. 

Mr. DANFORTH. Paneling has not 
been deleted, is that right? 

Mr. CHAFEE. That was deleted origi
nally and then added within a 10-hour 
period. 

Mr. DANFORTH. The rooftop dining 
room, has that been deleted? 

Mr. CHAFEE. That was deleted and 
then added within a 10-hour period. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I reserve the remainder 

of my time. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

yield 10 minutes to the Senator from 
Connecticut. 

Mr. WEICKER. Mr. President, I rise 
to oppose both the substance and the 
implication of the positions of the Sena
tor from Rhode Island. 

The easiest thing in the world is to 
demagogue against politics or politicians. 
Whenever an editorial writer wants 
readership, he takes a shot at poli
ticians. That is sure to get favorable 
letters to the editor. 

Whenever a radio or television com
mentator wants listeners/ viewers, with 
no argument, he lambasts Washington, 
the State capital-such as Hartford, 
Conn. 

Whenever a politician wants to get a 
bit of favorable publicity, he does the 
same thing : Lets his colleagues have it, 
harangues against politicians. 

I suggest to my colleagues today th ~ ~ 
I think it time a few of us expressed 
pride in our profession and thus in rep-

resentative democracy. There is no such 
thing as Washington. There is no such 
thing as Hartford. There is representa
tive democracy, there are representatives 
of people. 

I take great pride in my constituency 
and in the trust imposed on me. If I clo 
not measure up to the mark, the system 
is here to remove me. But in the mean
time I am going to fight against making 
headlines at the expense of the political 
system of this country which in prac
tice is insulting to all of us. 

I was not going to get involved in this 
debate until yesterday when at the Ap
propriations Committee, the distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island en
tered the room and left with the follow
ing parting shot: 

And if sometime in the future , we have 
enough money or we are feeling rich enough 
and the budget is in balance, we can go 
ahead and create marvelous suites for our
selves so we can all live like kings. Until 
then , I think it is improper. 

Well, I have been in this business for 
6 years in the Connecticut State Legisla
ture, 4 years in the townhall of Green
wich, 2 years in Congress, 9 years, now, 
in the U.S. Senate. I can assure you, I 
have not seen any of the men and women 
who serve at any of these levels of Gov
ernment living like kings. I see an ex
traordinary dedicated group of people 
working under very adverse circum
stances in terms of facilities, in terms of 
salaries, in terms of hours, in terms of 
commitment required. 

That is not the picture given on the 
Senate :floor today, or through the media 
every day. Sure, there are 5 percent at all 
levels of Government who, I am sure, dis
grace their profession. The same per
centage holds true in any other endeavor 
in this country. 

No, I do not want the cheapest building 
built and I do not want the cheapest man 
or woman serving. Already we have done 
a number on ourselves salary-wise, so 
as to have made this a rich man's club. 
Thanks to our own demagoguery. No 
one can afford to serve in Government. 

We have denied the Nation the talent 
that exists across America when we made 
political hay on the question of salaries. 
It does not affect me, but it sure as hell 
is going to affect the kind of representa
tion and civil service we have in this 
country. 

Now let us talk about facilities. Every 
day, I hear about all the "perks" we have, 
how we are ripping off the taxpayers. I 
just came back from getting my hair 
cut-not free, what hair there is; not 
free. Thirteen dollars. Not free. I pay 
what everybody else pays for some of the 
lousiest food in the world-served right 
here in the Capitol. Indeed, more than 
is warranted. 

And, no, I do not use taxpayer funded 
facilities for exercise. I belong to my own 
club, I play my own tennis, I pay my own 
way. 

But just to get a little headline, a little 
more publicity, sell a few more papers, 
have a few more people watching the 
tube, it is easy to refer to this great 
palace, this great monument. 

But, that is not reality. Pretty soon we 
are going to chew ourselves up around 
here. All the institutions of this coun-

try, be it Government, be it the media, 
be it business-we are just going to chew 
each other up, devour ourselves. 

Do you want to take your constituents 
through the present annex office facili
ties? Has any one of you on this :floor 
taken your constituents through there? 
Has the Senator from Missouri taken 
them through or the Senator from 
Rhode Island? No, you take them 
through the Capitol, through the ro
tunda. You take them, into the Senate 
Chamber. These belong to the people of 
the United States and are matters of 
pride. But not the annex. 

Since when have they wanted the 
cheapest? There is more here than just 
the mortar, the stone, the :flesh, and the 
blood. There is or should be the element 
of excellence. 

Do you want to talk about buildings? 
Do you want to know what money is 
spent on? Without the bat of an eye, 
right after we heard all the squawking 
in the Appropriations Committee yester
day, along comes a $20 million Federal 
building for Knoxville, Tenn., for an 
energy exposition. Nobody said boo. One 
hundred million dollars for the winter 
Olympic facilities in Lake Placid, N.Y.; 
nobody objects. 

The John F. Kennedy Center in Bos
ton-does anybody want to ask the cost 
of that? 

All of these are buildings for votes 
and are OK. 

But not Washington, the seat of Gov
ernment. There is a safe target to bad
mouth. 

Well, I will not remain silent during 
exercises in self -destruction. 

Then we come to the business of staff 
itself. We are proliferating staff. Well, 
all right. I believe every Senator should 
be able to do his own thing on this floor. 
If you want to pass a law to get staff off 
the floor, go and do your own debating, 
that is fair enough. But on the issue of 
whether or not the legislative branch 
of Government is prepared to handle its 
end of this system, may I point out to 
you that we have just gotten through an 
exercise where many felt we created an 
imperial Presidency and it was time that 
Congress exercised its prerogatives. Now, 
how to do that inadequately staffed, as, 
indeed, how can a minority effectively 
go against a majority unless it is properly 
staffed? It cannot. 

Maybe we would like to have the Presi
dent once again do everything for us so 
that there does not have to be congres
sional oversight. 

How do we oversee? As in the old days 
of Johnson, Nixon, by sitting ~nd rub
berstamping. Or by careful looks, both 
in terms of evaluating and in terms of 
initiating, ideas, and situations that will 
make thi.s a better government? 

Yes. We have to have staff to do that 
job. 

Then the opponents look back with 
nostalgia and !fondness on when there 
were only a few Senators and staff here 
in Washington. 

Gentlemen, the population of the 
country is 250 million. It has not gotten 
better, because of wacky ideas of Sena
tors. 

The Governinetnt of this Nation is its 
people. People have asked for and de-
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manded a more sensitive government-
not just Senators. 

Obviously, Government is more com
plex, because the demands, the aspira
tions are more complex. It would be great 
to go back 200 years, environmentally. 
But certainly not in terms of the human 
condition that existed in this Nation. 

I am fed up about hearing about big 
government as if it were something self
created. It did not drop from on high. 
It is not here by force of arms. 

I am my constituency. My response to 
the name callers that say all politicians 
are inept, all are crooks, all are lazy, all 
are sex maniacs is if I am so are you. 

Well, such is not the case, as far as 
the Nation is concerned. You, me, we 
are decent, honest people, hardworking, 
and not ripping each other off. 

That holds for the Senate of the Unit
ed States and the House of Representa
tives, for those in the executive branch, 
the media, business, labor, whatever. I 
have great pride as to what it is we are 
all about. 

I am not going to participate in dem
agoguery to cheapen this institution, be
cause when that happens the end of it is 
not far off. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. <Mr. 
BRADLEY). The Senator's time has ex
pired. 

Mr. WEICKER. One more minute. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. WEICKER. I will stand up and 

vote for exactly what the Senator from 
Louisiana is proposing, because it is the 
best and my constituency will have 
pride in it. 

Nobody is talking about restaurants 
for Senators. The public cannot eat 
right now. They have to eat breakfast 
at 10 o'clock in the morning and lunch 
at 3 o'clock. 

Nobody is talking about luxurious 
facilities. The reason why the paneling 
is included is because it is cheaper than 
it is to paint the walls every year. 

In 'the final analysis it is not just a 
matter of this building. It is the whole 
business of politics and what we stand 
for in this country. 

We are not an entertainment for the 
American people and we are not forever 
a target of opportunity for the media 
of this Nation. 

What we have created has been 
created, because we never accepted sec
ond best either as to ideas, buildings or 
programs. 

Just because today's opposition brings 
a little political limelight to some of 
our colleagues, I am not prepared to 
cave in to second best. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

If no one yields time--
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, how 

much time is left on each side? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Louisiana has 8% min
utes. The Senator from Rhode Island 
has 3 minutes and 37 seconds. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
think I am just about ready to yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

The issue is quite clear, Mr. President. 
Our choice is not whether we should start 
a building from scratch and build a sec
ond Senate office building. Our choice is 

whether to leave a $70 million monument 
to nothing remaining on the landscape of 
the Senate, or whether to build for $142 
million the space we need. 

Mr. President, we have 1,700 employees 
now occupying facilities away from the 
Senate office buildings. They are .sub
standard. In some cases they are 
dangerous. 

We will make a tour for the press this 
afternoon at 3 o'clock. If any Senator 
wants to see those buildings or the new 
Senate office building this afternoon, 
please come. I invite them to come be
cause it is dangerous. I think if we look at 
it closely, it is dangerous. 

There are some people on the fourth 
floor of some of those buildings with a 
very slow elevator that cannot be used in 
case of fire, and no outside stairs. 

That is dangerous, Mr. President, and 
that is what we are subjecting our Senate 
staff to. That, plus 65 square feet, and 
less, per employee when the GSA says we 
need 150 square feet. 

The basic question is, Do we need the 
space? There is not any doubt about that, 
Mr. President. There is no doubt at all. 

In 1967, 72 Senators testified to that 
effect and over 30 Senate committees 
passed resolutions to that effect. 

Of course we need space. The distin
guished Senator from Rhode Island said 
so yesterday, and I appreciated his being 
fair in that respect. 

We do need space. This building is an 
answer to that space problem. It is the 
most stripped down, austere thing, with 
the exception of the 3 items, which I 
did not recommend, but which the Ap
rropriations Committee recommended 
the addition of, 3 deductions out of some 
20. Even with the restoration of those, it 
is still austere from a comparative basis. 

It is still the most stripped down ver
sion we could have and still have full 
use of the office space. I hope the Sen
ate will pass this amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, we have 
had some interesting debate here today. 

The opponents have been character.
ized as being idiotic. They have been 
characterized as being asinine. The lat
est characterization is that they all wish 
the limelight. There are some who sug
gest that those of us who oppose this 
building seek the publicity. Some people 
seem to have a monopoly on virtue 
around here, and others are on the other 
side. 

I might say, I first opposed this build
ing when it was a hole in the ground 
when there was nothing there. I was 
opposed to it then. I was opposed to it 
when the steel skeleton went up. I am 
opposed to it now. 

Somehow, there seems to be a new 
virtue attached to those who are pro
tecting the Senate, they are the ones 
who are on the side of right. Somehow 
it comes out in this topsy-turvy world, 
that here we are in an age of inflation, 
when this country is doing everything 
it can to fight inflation, the President 
imploring us, but not for us to join in 
it. Oh, no. The courageous ones, ap
parently, are those who want to spend 
the public's money. They are willing to 
stand up. 

It sort of reminds me of George Or
well's "1984," the topsy-turvy world. 

I remember the slogans in that, war 
is peace, and freedom is slavery, and 
ignorance is strength. Those are some 
of the Orwellian quotes. 

Those who wanted to make this build
ing fit for the American public, as they 
say, they had an opportunity in the Ap
propriations Committee to restore these 
20 items. I did not hear anybody speak 
up then. I have not heard anybody on 
this floor seek to amend, to add these 
other facilities, to make it a building 
the American public will really be proud 
of. Not a word. 

What we are debating here today. Mr. 
President, is what kind of example we 
are going to set for the American pub
lic. Are we willing to draw the line? Are 
we willing to say we will do our part 
and we want everybody else to do their 
part, too? Are we to say, "No, we are 
separate; we are different; we are going 
our own way"? 

I think the issues are very clearly 
drawn, and I urge my colleagues to vote 
against this amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield me a couple of 
minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. CHAFEE. I reserve the remainder 

of my time. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I ask unani

mous consent that I may proceed for 2 
minutes, without it being charged to 
either side. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 
1979-TIME AGREEMENT 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that at such 
time asS. 737, the Export Administration 
Act of 1979, is called up and made the 
pending business before the Senate, 
there will be a time agreement as follows 
thereon: 

Two hours on the bill to be equally 
divided between Mr. STEVENS and Mr. 
HEINZ. 

One hour, equally divided, on amend
ments in the first degree. 

Thirty minutes, equally divided, on 
amendments in the second degree. 

Twenty minutes, equally divided, on 
any debatable motion, appeal, or point 
of order, at the discretion of the Chair, 
if such is discussed by the Senate. 

That the agreement be in the usual 
order, except that there be a total of 4 
hours, equally divided between Senators 
STEVENS and RIEGLE, on an amendment 
or amendments to be offered by Mr. 
STEVENS on the subject of Alaskan oil. 
Senator STEVENS may divide the 2 hours 
under his control among three amend
ments, if he chooses to do so. 

One hour on each of three amendm.ents 
to be offered by Mr. HELMS on the sub
ject of U.S. oil exports. 

One hour on an amendment by Mr. 
McCLURE on the subject of legislative 
veto on farm exports. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, reserv
ing the right to object, I know of no other 
amendments that have been discussed 
with the minority. 

I believe this is a comprehensive agree
ment on the Export Control Administra-
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tion bill, and it is acceptable from our 
point of view. I do not object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? The Chair hears none, and 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I thank the distinguished acting Repub
lican leader and all Senators who have 
cooperated in securing this agreement. 

The text of the agreement follows: 
Orde1·ed, That when the Senate proceeds 

to the consideration of S. 737 (Order No. 
181), a bill to provide authority to regulate 
exports, to improve the efficiency of export 
regulation, and to minimize interference 
with the right to engage in commerce, de
bate on any amendment in the first degree 
(except on an amendment or amendments 
to be offered by Senator Stevens on Alaskan 
oil, on which there shall be a total of 4 hours , 
to be equally divided and controlled by 
Senators Stevens and Riegle, with Senator 
Stevens able to divide his 2 hours among 3 
amendments if he so chooses; 3 amendments 
by Senator Helms on U.S. oil exports, on 
each of which there shall be 1 hour; and 
an amendment by Senator McClure on legis
lative vetoes on farm exports, on which there 
shall be 1 hour) shall be limited to 1 hour, 
to be equally divided and controlled by the 
mover of such and the manager of the bill; 
debate on any amendment in the second 
degree shall be limited to 30 minutes, to be 
equally divided and controlled by the mover 
of such and the manager of the bill ; and 
debate on any debatable motion, appeal, or 
point of order which is submitted or on 
which the Chair entertains debate shall be 
limited to 20 minutes, to be equally divided 
and controlled by the mover of such and 
the manager of the bill: Provided, That in 
the event the manager of the bill is in favor 
of any such amendment or motion, the time 
in opposition thereto shall be controlled by 
the minority leader or his designee: Pro
vided further , That no amendment that is 
not germane to the provisions of the said 
bill shall be received. 

Ordered further, That on the question of 
final passage of the said bill, debate shall 
be limited to 2 hours, to be equally divided 
and controlled, respectively, by the Senator 
from Illinois (Mr. Stevenson) and the Sena
tor from Pennsylvania (Mr. Heinz): Pro
vided, That the said Senators, or either of 
them, may, from the time under their con
trol on the passage of the said bill, allot 
additional time to any Senator during the 
consideration of any amendment, debatable 
motion, appeal, or point of order. 

(July 18, 1979). 

ENERGY AND WATER DEVELOP
MENT APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 

The Senate continued with the con
sideration of H.R. 4388. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. DANFORTH. Mr. President, a par
liamentary inquiry. How much time re
mains? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The op
ponents have 1 minute and 2 seconds. 

Mr. DANFORTH. I wonder if the man
ager for the opposition will yield that 1 
minute and 2 seconds to me. 

Mr. CHAFE E. I yield. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Fifty

five seconds. 
Mr. Dfu.~FORTH. Mr. President, sud

denly we have been told that those who 
oppose a $142 million boondoggle are 
demagogs. I think we spend enough time 
promoting oursBlves as politicians that 
we also can be self-critical and critical 
of some of the wastes we engage in with-

out being demagogs. It is honesty, not 
demagoguery. 

The Senator from Connecticut stated 
that government is people, that the 
American people are identical with their 
Government. I wish the American people 
would believe that. But in point of fact, 
the American people are beginning to feel 
that their Government is different, that 
it is different, that it operates in a dif
ferent world, that it is expensive, that 
it is extravagant, that it has lost control 
of what is g.oing on. That is what the 
American peopl8 think of their Govern
ment. 

We have a symbolic opportunity right 
now to do something about it. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I point 
out that most of those who call this the 
Taj Mahal and other names have not 
seen the plans of the new building and 
have not been in the new building. That 
is No.1. 

No. 2, most of those have never taken 
time to see how 1,700 Senate employees 
live in the various buildings-the Carroll 
Arms and the other buildings in which 
they are housed. I wish they would take 
a look. 

It is a disgrace, Mr. President. It is 
unsafe. It is crowded. It is inefficient. It 
is unmanageable in terms of their rela
tionship to the Senate, and I think it is 
inadmissible. 

I wish to stress one point: When this 
building is occupied, as the Pell modi
fication would indicate, we will vacate 
those buildings and be able to sell them 
or put them to other use thereby dimin
ishing the cost of this building. 

Mr. President, we have a critical choice 
to make here. As I say, I did not ask for 
this job. If the Senate tlllrns down these 
recommendations of the Committee on 
Appropriations, it is OK with me. I just 
want Senators to know that they are go
ing to leave a $70 million monument to 
nothing other than the imbecility of the 
Senat~$70 million, unoccupied, unable 
to be used-while 1,700 employees lan
guish in unsafe facilitdes, crowded, less 
than 65 square feet per person, about a 
third of what the GSA says is minimal. 

If that is economy, I do not know what 
economy means. 

If there is anybody in this body who 
thinks that you are going to finish off 
that building and have a $70 million 
monument that is going to stand there 
forever and never be occupied, I would be 
very surprised if anyone present believes 
that. I think every Member of tlhis body 
believes that that building is going to be 
finished ultimately. I do not think there 
is any question about that. 

The question is whether we finish it 
now or whether we come in at some other 
time. Senator CHAFEE says the time will 
be when the budget is balanced and tdmes 
are good and unemployment has gone 
and all these other never-never land 
things happen. But everybody believes 
that ultimately we are going to be in 
that building. 

The basic issue is, do you do it now or 
do you let costs accumu~ate at $700,000 
a month? That is the issue. Do you want 
to spend $700,000 a month to make your
self feel good and say, "We are minimiz
ing"? Do you want to hope you get past 
the next election and say, "I saved money 

on the Senate Office Building," while in 
the meantime you occupy unsafe, 
crowded conditions? Or do you want to 
do it now? That is our choice. 

I do not say you can turn back the 
clock. I was not in the Senate when the 
legislation was passed in 1972 to com
mence this building. I was not even here, 
and I suspect that more than half of 
our colleagues were not here, either. 

We are faced with a fait accompli. We 
are faced with a $70 million framework, 
steel and concrete, marble ordered, and I 
think it is time we finished it. It is the 

· most prudent thing to do. It is the only 
prudent thing to do. It is the only eco
nomical thing to do. 

The House delayed it last year and 
maybe they will turn us down again, and 
it cost us $20 million-$20 million for 1 
year's delay. I hope the Senate does not 
make that mistake today. 

I urge the Senate to adopt the amend
ment. 
• Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, I support 
the amendment offered by Senator JoHN
STON appropriating the final funds 
needed to complete the Hart Senate 
Office Building. 

I recognize the importance of complet
ing the Hart Senate Office Building, not 
only because I am convinced that addi
tional office space is needed, but because 
a termination of the project at this late 
date would create a loss of a major 
investment by the taxpayers. This 
amendment, by appropriating an addi
tional $f?7,480,700 in funds for the project 
with a ceiling of $142,627,700 on total 
construction and furnishing costs, will 
delete certain items from the building's 
design. I commend the Senate Office 
Building Commission and its distin
guished chairman for this recommenda
tion to reduce the cost of the Hart Build
ing and eliminate the items in its design 
which are not absolutely necessary to the 
efficient operation of the Senate. 

During debate on this matter last year, 
the Senate agreed to appropriate an ad
ditional $54.8 million for the Hart Build
ing with a ceiling of $135 million on total 
construction and furnishing costs. That 
additional appropriation was then de
feated in the House of Representatives. 
preventing the Architect of the Capitol 
from awarding the final contracts for the 
Hart Building. It was an expensive delay. 
If we were today considering the Hart 
Building appropriations without deleting 
any items from the project's design, the 
price tag would be $174,550,000, or an ad
ditional appropriation of $89,403,000. It is 
clear that we must act now to cut the 
cost of this project. 

Last year, I introduced a resolution 
directing the Architect of the Capitol to 
make several deletions in the design of 
the Hart Building and I am pleased that 
all of them are included in Senator 
JoHNSTON's amendment. At that time, 
I pledged that I would not vote for any 
additional appropriations for the Hart 
Building until these items were deleted. 
The Commission has done an excellent 
job in cutting costs wherever possible.• 
• Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I concur in 
the statement offered by the Senator 
from Rhode Island. 

Mr. President, the American people are 
tired of more costly Government and 
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constantly increasing governmental size. 
They have spoken out clearly in the last 
few months all across this Nation. In 
over 30 States this year, citizens' move
ments rose to force State and local gov
ernments to cut back on their spending 
and reduce the tax burdens shouldered 
by the American taxpayer. Thirty States 
have passed resolutions asking the Con
gress to call a constitutional convention 
for the purpose of formulating an 
amendment to the Constitution which 
would place limits on spending by the 
Federal Government. 

Yet, we in the Congress refuse to rec
ognize. the demands of the American peo
ple. We have decided we need a new mar
ble and bronze gilded castle so we can 
coddle ourselves and work in palatial 
surroundings. How can we expect labor, 
business, and all sectors of our economy 
to make sacrifices in the fight against 
inflation when we spend $142 million to· 
add another building to the eight weal
ready occupy? How can we expect the 
bureaucracy to cut back on wastetful 
spending when we spend lavishly on our
selves? 

This proposed new building is an 
extravagant and unnecessary expense. 
It will contain more ftoor space than 
would be contained in 580 average Amer
ican homes, based on the average size 
of all homes sold in the United States 
in 1977. The cost of the building when 
money was first appropriated in 1972 
was $48 million. Present projections in
dicate it could cost well over $170 million 
when completed. And what of the many 
other uncalculated costs? Maintenance, 
police protection, utilities, and additional 
staff will all be expensive and their costs 
will undoubtedly rise over the years. And, 
it is not exaggeration to say that con
gressional staff will expand to fill the 
newly available space. 

The Philip A. Hart Building-a desig
nation that parodies the late Senator's 
unostentatious style--will be nine 
stories in height. It is to be crowned by 
a terraced rooftop restaurant and filled 
with 50 lavishly paneled offices for 
Senators. 

I am aware that the Senator from 
Louisiana and the members of the Senate 
Office Building Commission recom
mended reductions in the cost of the new 
Senate domain. They proposed "savings" 
totaling nearly $37 million, although 
the Appropriations Committee added 
$4.8 million to that figure. Yet, even 
with these "savings" the office complex 
will still cost $142 million with no cer
tainty that we may not have to raise the 
ante at some future date. 

Mr. President, this is not the first 
time that I have spoken against the 
marble barn raising we are funding by 
plowing the taxpayers under. Last year, 
I supported Senator CHAFEE and others 
as we offered an amendment to remove 
funding proposed in a supplemental ap
propriation bill. I have opposed this 
project since its inception. We have 
made a mistake in beginning this edifice 
and it is time we admitted that. I op
pose the amendment offered by the 
committee and urge my colleagues to do 
likewise.• 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, do I have 

a few seconds? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator's time has expired. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I yield 

back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. On this question the yeas and nays 
have been ordered. and the clerk will 
call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from Louisiana <Mr. LoNG), the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER), 
and the Senator from illinois <Mr. STEV
ENSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. DOMEN
ICI) is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent to at
tend a funeral. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mexi
co <Mr, DOMENICI) would vote "nay." 

Mr. CHAFEE. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
any Senators in the Chamber desiring 
to vote who have not done so? 

The result was announced-yeas 4'7. 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 181 Leg.) 
YEAS-47 

Baucus ~on Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 

Bayh Ford 
Bellman Glenn 
Bentsen Hollings Pell 
Biden Huddleston Percy 

Ribicofi 
Riegle 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Boren Inouye 
Bradley Jackson 
Bumpers Javits 
Bur.dick Johnston 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy 
Cannon Levin 
Chiles Mathias 
Cranston Matsunaga 
Culver McGovern 
Durkin Melcher 
Eagleton Mor~an 

Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cha!ee 
Church 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Duren berger 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hart 
Hatch 

Baker 
Domenici 

NAYS--47 
Hatfield Pressler 
Hayakawa ProXIIlire 
Heflin Pryor 
Heinz Randolph 
Helms Roth 
Humphrey Sarbanes 
Jepsen Simpson 
Kassebaum Stewart 
Laxal t Stone 
Leahy Talmadge 
Lugar Thurmond 
Magnuson Tower 
McClure Tsongas 
Metzenbaum Wallop 
Moynihan Warner 
Packwood Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-6 
Gravel 
Long 

Sasser 
Stevenson 

So Mr. JoHNSTON's amendment <No. 
338), as amended, was rejected. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected, and I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

Mr. President, a point of order. Can 
the Senator from Louisiana make that 
motion to reconsider when he was not 
on the prevailing side? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Louisiana voted "yea" and 
that is not the prevailing side. The point 
of order is well taken. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, 1 
suggest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the order for 
the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I move to 
reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was rejected. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table, and I 
ask for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. ' 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion to 
lay on the table the motion to recon
sider. The yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Alaska (Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SAsSER), 
and the Senator from Dlinois <Mr. STE
VENSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. DoME
NIC!) is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent attend
ing a funeral. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from New Mexico 
(Mr. DOMENICI) WOuld vote "yea." 

Mr. CHAFEE. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

Several Senators voted. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
Several Senators voted. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Regular order, Mr. 

President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 

PRYOR) . Are there other Senators in the 
Chamber who have not voted? 

Mr. BAYH voted in the negative. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ate will be in order. 
The result was announced-yeas 45, 

nays 50, as follows: 
[Rollcall Vote No. 182 Leg.) 

YEAS--45 
Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chafee 
Church 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Duren berger 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hart 
Hatch 

Hatfield 
Hayakawa 
Heflin 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Lugar 
Magnuson 
McClure 
Moynihan 
Packwood 
Pressler 

ProXIIlire 
Randolph 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Simpson 
Stewart 
Stone 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Zorinsky 



July 18, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19169 
NAYS-50 

Baucus Ford 
Bayh Glenn 
Bellman Hollings 
Bentsen Huddleston 
Blden Inouye 
Boren Jackson 
Bradley Javits 
Bumpers Johnston 
Burdick Kennedy 
Byrd, Robert C. Levin 
Cannon Long 
ChUes Mathias 
Cranston Matsunaga 
Culver McGovern 
Durkin Melcher 
Eagleton Metzenbaum 
Exon Morgan 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Pryor 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

NOT VOTING-5 
Baker 
Domenici 

Gravel 
Sasser 

Stevenson 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
motion to reconsider was rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now recurs on the motion to 
reconsider. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays on the motion to 
reconsider. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? Do the Senators yield back 
their time? 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from Kansas controls the time. 
Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I yield my 

time to the distinguished Senator from 
Rhode Island. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, what is 
the time situation? Each side has 10 
minutes? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. There 
are 10 minutes on each side. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, I shall 
not take all my time. It seems to me this 
is a very,.very important vote. Here is a 
chance for the Senate of the United 
States to set an example for the rest of 
the country in a time of great inflation, 
a time when the President is calling on 
everyone to save, to do what they can to 
keep down escalating costs, to keep down 
spending. The Senate has voted to cut 
back on housing, we have cut back on 
innumerable programs. There have even 
been attempts to cut back on food. 
stamps. 

Mr. President, the total cost of this 
building is one-sixth of a billion dollars . 
It seems to me that we have made differ
ent efforts to stop the building. We tried 
to stop it when it was a hole in the 
ground, we tried to stop it when it was a 
skeleton. Let us draw the line and stop 
it now. The building can be enclosed. 

When the country has balanced its 
budget, when inflation is more under 
control, then we can proceed. But by 
going ahead with this building, it is a 
clear indication to the rest of the 
Nation, Mr. President, that saving and 
concern about inflation are for those 
people out there, but not for us. 

I think it would be a wonderful sym
bol to the Nation if we just stopped, if 
we voted "no" on proceeding with this 
building. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, this 

Senate office building was authorized 
before I ever got here. I did not ask for 
this job as chairman of the Senate Office 
Building Commission. But, Mr. Presi
dent, it has been my duty, as I have been 
charged by the majority leader, to come 
up with the most sensible, economical 
plan that is possible. 

I do not take a. back seat to anybody 
in cutting the budget around here, on 
trying to save the Federal dollar. But, 
Mr. President, as chairman of the Com
mission, I have recommended a list of 
20 deductions that save about $40 million 
from the total cost. 

It is a stripped-down version. It fails 
to finish a lot of things that I would like 
to finish. But in the spirit of economy, 
I think we can spend it. I think we can 
afford to :finish it at this time. 

Mr. President, the choice is this: 
Spend $80 million for a 500-car parking 
garage in an enclosed shell that will 
take care of not one Senate employee
not one-or spend a total of $142 mil
lion, which is well less than the Rayburn 
House Office Building, about the same as 
the FBI Building-spend less than for 
the Rayburn House Office Building and 
put the Senate employees-!, 700 of 
them, who now languish in four sub
standard buildings around the Capitol 
area-where they ought to be, in a Sen
ate office building. 

Mr. President, the square footage per 
Senate employee is less than 65 feet. 
That, in 1979, when GSA says that the 
necessary minimum is 150 square feet 
per employee. We make our employees 
do with about one-third of the space 
right now. 

I ask the Members of this body: Is it 
sensible, when we have one-third the 
space that GSA says is the minimum, to 
have a monument out there, at a cost of 
$80 million, that we cannot use when 
we need the space? That does not make 
any sense. That is not economy. 

If we are going to talk about economy, 
Mr. President, let us really cut some 
money where we can save. All this will 
do is, for every month that goes by that 
we do not complete it, add $7 million to 

the taxpayers' bill in this country. 
Our friends in the House last year killed 
this bill. Maybe they will do it this year. 
Do you know what it did to the taxpay
ers? It added $20 million, according to 
the Architect of the Capitol, to the cost of 
this building. I say, in the spirit of econ
omy, let us complete this building in 
the most stripped -down, economical way 
we can. I think this amendment responds 
to that need. I hope we will pass it, Mr. 
President. 

Mr. CHAFEE. Mr. President, the facts 
regarding the Rayburn Building are not 
as stated. The Rayburn Building was not 
more expensive than this building, even 
taking the escalated costs since then. 
The $20 million cost apparently sug
gested, that came from the House inac
tion last year, that figure came from the 
Architect of the Capitol's office. There is 
one thing consistent about his :figures: 
They have been wrong right from the 
beginning, when he started saying this 
building would cost $46 million. 

This talk about a stripped-down ver
sion-yes, this is a stripped-down ver
sion. The total cost of the building, not 
stripped down, they say, will be $174 
million. I do not think anybody here 
thinks that that $174 million will not be 
reached. 

Yesterday alone, the stripped-down 
version was presented at 10 o'clock in 
the morning. By 6 o'clock in the evening, 
:five more million dollars had been added. 
The paneling was put back in, the res
taurant was put back in, the central 
hearing room put back in. Every one of 
these features will be added in. So the 
building will be, at the minimum, at $174 
million and a great deal more than that 
before we are through. One thing that 
is accurate is that their :figures are so 
inaccurate, nobody can have confidence 
in them. 

Furthermore, I do not think anyone 
will suggest that when this building is 
completed, they will not remodel the 
Dirksen and the Russell Office Buildings 
to make similar offices. 

It seems to me this is a tremendously 
important, symbolic effort we are taking 
today. If this building can be stopped 
cold, we shall say to the American peo
ple, "We are serious about this inflation 
and we are willing to do our part." 

I yield back the remainder of our time. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that a statement of 
the relative per square foot cost of the 
Hart, Rayburn, and Hoover Buildings 
be printed in the RECORD at this time. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows : 

CONSTRUCTION COST ANALYSIS- HART, RAYBURN , HOOVER-PHASE I, BUILDINGS 

Philip A. Hart 
Office Bldg. 

1. Construction cost (present 
day value) _____________ 1$140,101, 000 

2. Total gross square feeL_ __ 1, 176, 424 
3. Cost per square fooL _____ $ll9. 09 
4. Total gross office space ____ 949, 124 
5. Total gross garage space .. _ 227, 300 
6. Gross cost of garage space 

(assigning value of $30/ 
SQ . ft.)__ ________ ____ ___ $6,819,000 

J. Edgar 
Rayburn Hoover Bldg. labor Depart-

Office Bldg. (FBI) ment Bldg 

2 $294,858, 186 3 $222, 152, 169 j $122, 905, 461 
2, 374, 522 2, 397, 500 1, 801 , 750 

$124. 18 $92. 66 $68. 21 
1, 189, 137 2, 056, 518 1, 400, 000 
1, 185, 385 340, 982 400, 000 

$35, 561, 500 $10, 229, 460 $12, 000, 000 

I Projected construction cost through June 1981 (mid-construction date). 
2 Original1964 construction cost of $79,476,600 escalated th rough June 1981. 
a Original 1974 construction cost of $ll0,523,476 escalated th rough June 1981. 

7. Gross cost of office space 

Ph ilip A. Hart 
Office Bldg. 

(l ine 1 minus line 6).... $133, 282, 000 
8. Gross square foot cost of 

office space (line 7 
divided by line 4)_ _ _ _ _ _ _ $140. 43 

Rayburn 
Office Bldg. 

J. Edgar 
Hoover Bldg. labor Depart-

(FBI) ment Bldg. 

$259, 296, 686 $211, 922, 709 $110, 905, 461 

$218. 05 $103. 05 $79.00 

• Original 1975 construction cost of $77,445,155 escalated through June 1981. 

Note : Escalation is based on W. F. Dodge Digest of Bu ilding Cost and Specifications, edit ion No. 26. 
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Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
having been yielded back, the question 
now is on agreeing to the motion to re
consider vote No. 181. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER) 
and the Senator from Illinois <Mr. STE
VENSON), 'are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. DoM
ENICI), is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator frorn 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent attend
ing a funeral. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New Mex
ico <Mr. DoMENICI) would vote "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have all 
Senators who desire to vote cast their 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 47, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 183 Leg.] 
YEAS-49 

Baucus Ford 
Bayh Glenn 
Bellman Gravel 
Bentsen Holl1ngs 
Biden Huddleston 
Boren Inouye 
Bradley Jackson 
Bumpers Javits 
Burdick Johnston 
Byrd, Robert C. Kennedy 
Cannon Levin 
Chiles Long 
Cranston Mathias 
Culver Matsunaga 
Durkin McGovern 
Eagleton Melcher 
Exon Morgan 

NAYS-47 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pel! 
Percy 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stenlllis 
Stevens 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Hatfield Pressler 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chafee 
Church 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Duren berger 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hart 
Hatch 

Baker 
Domenici 

Hayakawa Proxmire 
Hefiin Pryor 
Heinz Randolph 
Helms Roth 
Humphrey Sarbanes 
Jepsen Simpson 
Kassebaum Stewart 
Laxalt Stone 
Leahy Talmadge 
Lugar Thurmond 
Magnuson Tower 
McClure Tsongas 
Metzenbaum Wallop 
Moynihan Warner 
Packwood Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-4 
Sasser Stevenson 

So the motion to reconsider vote No. 
181 was agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question now occurs on the amendment. 

Mr. CHAFEE. I ask for the yeas and 
nays, Mr. President. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, the yeas and nays are automatic. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator is correct. 

The yeas and nays are automatic on 
this vote, there having been a rollcall 
vote on the amendment the first time 
it was voted on. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
amendment. The clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Delaware <Mr. BrnEN), 

the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SAs
SER), and the Senator from Illinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico <Mr. Do
MENICI) is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent to at
tend a funeral. 

I further announce that, if present 
and voting, the Senator from New 
Mexico <Mr. DOMENICI) would vote 
"nay." 

Mr. CHAFEE. Regular order, Mr. 
President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are 
there any other Senators in the Cham
ber who desire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 49, 
nays 46, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 184 Leg.] 
YEAS-49 

Baucus Glenn 
Bayh Gravel 
Bellman HolMngs 
Bentsen Huddleston 
Boren Inouye 
Bradley Jackson 
Bumpers Javits 
Burdick Johnston 
Byrd, Robert c. Kennedy 
Cannon Levin 
Chiles Long 
Cranston Mathias 
Culver Matsunaga. 
Durkin McGovern 
Eagleton Melcher 
Exon Metzenbaum 
Ford Morgan 

Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Chafee 
Church 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Duren berger 
Garn 
Goldwater 
Hart 
Hatch 

NAYS-46 
Hatfield 
Hayakawa 
Heft in 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jepsen 
Kassebaum 
Laxalt 
Leahy 
Lugar 
Magnuson 
McClure 
Moynihan 
Packwood 
Pressler 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Pell 
Percy 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Wedcker 
Williams 
Young 

Proxmire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Simpson 
Stewart 
Stone 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-5 
Baker 
Biden 

Domenici 
Sasser 

Stevenson 

So Mr. JoHNSTON's amendment <No. 
338, as modified), was agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move to reconsider the vote by which 
the amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The mo
tion to reconsider is not in order. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
think we are ready to move to third read
ing if no one else has any amendments. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I was listening on my squawk box and 
I understood that a Senator wanted to 
move to reconsider, and the Chair said 
that motion was not in order. 

The motion is in order; am I correct? 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen

ator from West Virginia is entirely cor
rect. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I would like 
to give any Senator who desires to make 
that motion an opportunity to do so, any 
Senator who qualifies. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. MATSUNAGA. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, we are 
awaiting a 'Senator who has one amend
ment to offer. I do not know what the 
time consideration is. Parliamentary in
quiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. STEVENS. What is the time situ
ation now? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oregon has 87 minutes and 
the Senator from Louisiana has 77 min
utes remaining. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I sug
gest the absence of a quorum and ask 
that it be charged equally to both sides. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. The clerk will 
call the roll. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
proceeded to call the roll. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the order 
for the quorum call be rescinded. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
BOREN) . Without objection, it is so or
dered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator from Louisiana yield 
me a couple of minutes? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

this was not a popular vote that was 
just completed, and I do not say what 
I am saying as being a reflection against 
any Senator or against either side. Some 
Senators in their own good conscience 
took one side, and other Senators in 
equally good conscience took the other 
side. 

But it was a difficult position for the 
manager of the bill to advocate. 

He came to the Senate with his facts. 
He presented them in a systematic way. 
He went about this job in a thorough 
and comprehensive way. He did not ask 
for the job as chairman of the Senate 
Building Commission. The majority 
leader asked him to take that job, and 
he took it out of a sense of duty. 

He said at the time he did not want 
it. As to a new Senate office building, he 
realized that this was a difficult question, 
a controversial one, and one that could 
be easily misunderstood. But the Com
mission went about the matter in the 
right way. They asked the Architect to 
present new estimates. These estimates 
were prepa:red by Contractors/Managers, 
Inc., an mdependent consulting firm 
from Texas. The Commission held a pub~ 
lie hearing. The chairman then pre
sented the facts to the Appropriations 
Committee, and it was the opinion of 
most members of the Appropriations 
Committee that the amendment offered 
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by the distinguished chairman of the 
Commission deserved support. 

I supported his position. I feel that 
the Senate has done the right thing, 
for the following reasons: 

First. If funds are not appropriated 
and th~ project is stopped, it would cost 
$100 million to pay off the contractors 
and dismantle what has already been 
constructed. 

Second. There is no question but that 
the space is needed. The whole matter 
has been the subject of extensive hear
ings dating back to 1967 when 72 Mem
bers of the Senate and 24 committees 
and subcommittees petitioned the Sen
ate Public Works Committee for space. 

Third. Subsequently, on September 13, 
1972, the Senate voted 65 yeas to 17 nays 
on s. 3917 which authorized the con
struction of an addition to the New Sen
ate Office Building <later named the Hart 
Building) under the direction of the 
Architect of the Capitol with the ap
proval and review by the Senate Office 
Building Commission and the Senate 
Committee on Public Works. 

Fourth. On October 12, 1972, the Sen
ate voted 52 yeas to 7 nays and on Octo
oer 14, 1972 the Senate voted 58 yeas to 0 
nays for $47,925,000 to initiate the Hart 
Building. 

.l<,ifth. On December 12, 1973, the Sen
ate voted 90 yeas to 0 nays for an addi
tional amount of $20,900,000 for the Hart 
Building. 

Sixth. On December 9, 1974, the Sen
ate voted 80 yeas to 9 nays for an addi
tional $16,322,000 for the Hart Building. 

Seventh. On August 4, 1978, the Senate 
voted 65 yeas to 13 nays for a ceiling on 
the construction costs of the Hart 
Building. Unfortunately, the House of 
Representatives voted down this ceiling 
and the associated appropriation, and, 
as a consequence, has driven up the cost 
by $20,000,000. 

Eighth. The funds are needed now. 
Each month of delay results in $700,000 
in additional inflationary costs. 

Ninth. A comprehensive study revealed 
that space occupancy by Senate em
ployees averaged less than 65 square feet 
per person, less than half the General 
Services Administration's mmrmum 
standard of 150 square feet per person. 

Tenth. To those who claim that the ad
ditional space will promote requests for 
ever larger staffs, it should be noted that 
Senate employees who are currently 
working in temporary facilties (old 
apartment houses and hotels) will be 
moved into the permanent complex 
when the Hart Building is completed. 
This is not space for additional staff. It 
is space for the staff who are on the pay
roll now and who now work in substand
ard facilities in which no file cabinets 
larger than two drawers are allowed be
cause larger furniture may crash through 
the weak flooring. 

Eleventh. The plan advocated today on 
the floor would allow completion of a 
barebones building at approximately $30 
million below the cost for completion of 
the original design. 

Twelfth. The Hart Building is designed 
to stand for 100 to 200 years. Yet it is no 
more expensive than commercial office 

buildings which are designed to last for 
a much shorter time, for example, A.T. 
& T. Long Lines Building, Bedminster, 
N.J., and the Underwood Headquarters 
Building, Westwood, Mass. 

I yield the floor. 
Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, if the 

/Senator is finisl:ed, I yield: myself 5 
minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, I yielded 
the floor. 

Mr. STEVENS. This is a very difficult 
proposition we have just voted for. I am 
sure if Senator BAKER were here, he 
would commend Senator CHAFEE and 
Senator DANFORTH for the manner in 
which they presented their position. 

I think it is important for every one to 
realize that this building actually was 
conceived in 1966. The first money was 
made available in 1972. 

What makes it extremely difficult to 
face a problem like this is that more than 
50 percent of the Members of the Senate 
have been here only 4% years. This is 
the problem that we face, and it is a 
problem of some Senators feeling respon
sible for what was started and others 
legitimately having the right to ques
tion what we did before they came here 

For myself, having been one of those 
who served on the committee at the time 
that the original funds were authorized 
I, too, commend the Senator from 
Louisiana for bringing this matter to the 
floor, and I hope that this time the House 
will understand the situation. 

And I would hope that those who op
pose the building will understand the 
situation. If there is a case to be made 
for watching the construction of new 
buildings, it is downtown. Each employee 
in those buildings we are building down
town is entitled to more space than eight 
of our own employees. By the regulations 
set by HEW, they have a specific amount 
of space which they must have. Rightly 
or wrongly, we have additional staff for 
the purpose of oversight of the executive 
branch, and in particular right now for 
our job of trying to be the watchdog of 
the Federal Treasury, trying to limit 
Federal expenditures, and ultimately to 
balance the budget. 

I think this building is necessary. I 
thought it was necessary in the first in
stance, and I still think it is necessary. 
But I think that as we look at an issue 
like this, we must congratulate the Mem
bers on both sides of the argument who 
were willing to enter into a reasonable 
time agreement, and have presented the 
issue, I think, very succinctly for the 
public also to make u:p its mind as to 
what was right and what was wrong 

Back in 1967, when the matter was dis
cussed at that time, it was almost not 
debatable that there was not enougr 
space here. Now, because of acceleration 
of costs, I can understand the feelings o" 
those who have come to the Senate since 
the decision was made. It is one of the 
things we must watch, I think, in terms 
of the rapidity of change in the Senate 
The decisions that lead on into sub
sequent years and into subsequent terms. 

I hope that we have learned a lesson 
from this. We should have appropriated 
the full amount for the building in the 

first instance, and had it built. It would 
have cost us a lot less money if we had 
done that, anyway. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield? 

Mr. STEVENS. I do yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I want to con

gratulate Mr. DANFORTH and Mr. CHAFEE 
on the fine case that they made for their 
point of view. They could have raised a 
point of order; they decided to face the 
issue up or down on its merits, and not go 
the point of order route. I commend them 
for that. 

Mr. EXON. Mr. President, will the Sen
ator yield? 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, may I 
inquire, does the Senator from Delaware 
wislh to offer an amendment at this time? 
We have reserved time for it. 

Mr. ROTH. Yes. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 374 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an 
unprinted amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) 
proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 374: On page 12 after line 21, insert 
the following new section: 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan
mous consent that further reading of the 
amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 
The amendment is as follows: 

On page 12, after line 21, insert the follow
ing new section: 

SEc. 105. Notwithstanding any other provi
sion in this Act, the total amount of budget 
authority provided in this Act for the De
partment of Energy is hereby reduced in the 
amount of $6,880,000: Provided, That Con
gress intends that this reduction shall be 
achieved by a reduction in the use of all 
motor vehicles, including those owned by 
the Federal Government, commercial rental, 
leased trip and interagency motor pool 
vehicles as defined in the Federal Motor 
Vehicle Fleet Report dated September 1978, 
of the General Services Administration: Pro
vided further, That this section shall not be 
construed to change any law authorizing ap
propriations or other budget authority in 
this Act. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, this amend
ment will reduce the appropriation for 
the Department of Energy by $6,880,000. 
This figure represents 25 percent of the 
total costs associated with the use of 
motor vehicles by the Department of En
ergy in fiscal year 1978. It includes com
mercial rental vehicles, interagency mo
tor pool and those motor vehicles owned 
through the Department of Energy. 

This reduction is targeted at motor 
vehicle use in order to force the Depart
ment of Energy to curtail its consump
tion of gasoline and diesel fuel. Accord
ing to U.S. News & World Report, the 
Depprtment of Energy has used 29 per
cent more fuel for vehicles and equip
ment over the last 3 years than the agen
cies it was formed to replace. This record 
would certainly be an embarrassment 
for any agency. But it is inexcusable for 
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the Department of Energy and it is a ment of Energy? Of course, this involves 
record we must not permit to continue. huge amounts of energy. Would that not 

Mr. President, this amendment will be cut, too? 
serve as more than a reminder that the Mr. ROTH. I would just point out to 
Department of Energy should lead the the distinguished Senator that we are 
way in conserving energy, not in consum- asking the American people, who have 
ing it. very real needs, to make sacrifices, to be 

In the past few weeks, Americans have more efficient. As I pointed out, we are 
been forced to endure significant incon- unable to get a clear picture, but ap
venience to obtain gasoline. Getting parently the Department of Energy is 
enough gas to go to work has become an using 29 percent more fuel for vehicles 
ordeal. Gas for leisure activities is even and equipment over the last 3 years than 
more unsure. The uncertainty has forced the agencies it was formed to replace. 
families to make sacrifices, change plans I am sure we can find, as in any ap
and, in many cases, to simply do without. propriation, areas where no exceptions 

It is obvious we all must reduce our should be made. But somehow, if we are 
fuel consumption if we are to emerge going to persuade the American people 
from this period of strain and uncer- that we are serious about this energy 
tainty. But thus far, the biggest gas guz- crisis, that they have to do a better job 
zler of all, the Federal Government, has with less gasoline, they have the right to 
made very small sacrifices. expect the Department of Energy to 

The Federal Government now has some do so. 
450,000 cars, trucks and buses in its ci- I would say if there is any specific 
vilian fleet, or 1 vehicle for every 6 agency where the Senator feels they 
employees. Three hundred thirty-eight should be expressly exempt, this Senator 
million gallons of gasoline. were consumed would have no objection to doing so. But 
by the Federal Government in fiscal year somehow I do not see how we can say 
1977. The cost of this gasoline, used to to the American people to do with less 
operate the world's largest motor pool, while we in Government use more. 
was $700 million. Mr. JOHNSTON. I say to the Senator 

The number of gallons of gasoline used that I believe that most of the heavy 
by the Federal Government is awesome. driving is associated with work in the 
But even worse is the rate of increase field, such as the power administrations 
in Government driving. Over the last 5 and the weapons programs and not with 
years, the Government has driven 21.2 just the messenger cars around ·wash
percent more miles. ington, D.C. That is a very small part 

This compares with an overall 5-year of it. 
increase of only 13.4 percent for the The problem with this kind of an 
American public. amendment is I might be inclined to ac-

Mr. President, I submit that the Fed- cept it and say, "Yes, we want to cut 
eral Government should not sacrifice as energy," but then we will find out we 
much as the American people; it should cannot operate and maintain the electric 
sacrifice more. transmission lines which carry thou-

! believe, in view of the record of sands of megawatts of electricity via the 
accelerating Government driving, that Bonneville system down throughout the 
my proposal to cut 25 percent of the gas- Pacific Northwest, down to California, 
oline expenditure is in order. and elsewhere, and if they could not 

Mr. President, I yield the floor. carry on with their work on the lines 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I am perhaps there will be a foul-up in the 

very much tempted, on first blush, to lines with thousands of megawatts in
accept any amendment that cuts gaso- volved for the sake of a few gallons of 
line use, but I wonder whethter this is the gasoline. 
proper way to do it and whether we can I do not say that to oppose the Sen-
afford to cut it in this manner. ator's amendment. I wonder if he might 

I wonder if the Senator is aware that bring this kind of an amendment before 
all the power administrations are in- the committee next year where I would 
eluded in the Department of Energy be more than happy to cut everything 
budget: The Alaska Power Administra.- we can find. We have tried to do that in 
tion, Bonneville, Southeastern, South- this budget. 
western, Western Power, Colorado Basin, Mr. ROTH. The problem is we are 
and the Emergency Fund for the West- always talking about making cuts next 
ern Area Power Administration. year when in fact we are telling the 

Is the Senator aware that those are in- American people they have to do with 
eluded in the Department of Energy, and · less now. If there are, as I say, emergency 
does he mean to cut those as well? situations where the distinguished Sen-

Mr. ROTH. I would say to the Senator ator feels an exception should be made, 
from Louisiana that we are only cutting we can either perfect the amendment 
25 percent of the fuel for vehicles and now or do it in conference. But some
equipment in the Department of Energy. how I think it is of critical importance to 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Well, those are in- tell the American people that we are 
eluded in the Department of Energy, and putting pressure on the executive 
they have to--most of thek fuel is for the branch, on each department, to use as 
policing, construction, operation and little gasoline as possible. I do not think 
maintenance of the transmission lines they are going to be satisfied if we tell 
and power facilities. They have broad them to wait until next year. 
areas of lines to police, and they must Let me reiterate what the figures 
have power for that. show for the Government as a whole. 

Is the Senator also aware that the Ne- The Federal Government now has some
vada test site and other weapons pro- thing like 450,000 cars, trucks, and buses 
gram activities are under the Depart- in its civilian fleet. That is one vehicle 

for every six employees. Three hundred 
thirty-eight million gallons of gasoline 
were consumed by the Federal Govern
ment in fiscal year 1977. The cost of that 
gasoline was $700 million. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will 
yield, I believe if the Senator is willing to 
have this matter considered in confer
ence on the basis that we will save every
tlhing we can find there-we do not want 
to cut out the power administrations 
from building new lines, stringing new 
electric wires, or policing the ones they 
have, and we do not want to cut the 
weapons programs work unless there is 
waste-! would be willing to accept it 
on the basis that we will save as much 
as we can in conference. We will have to 
drop it in whole or in part in conference 
unless we can find a solid basis for it. 

I will certainly join the Senator in try
ing to find the savjngs. Based upon that, 
I would be willing to accept the amend
ment. 

Mr. ROTH. I would say this to t'he 
distinguished Senator. I know the par
ticularity with which he works. I would 
assume that in accepting it a real effort 
would be made to substantially cut this. 
I think the Government employees have 
to expect to be hurt a little bit. When 
we are telling people back home, "Do 
not drive," they expect us to say the 
same thing to the Government. No one 
wants essential services to be eliminated. 
But as the Senator well knows, to be 
perfectly candid, every time one of us 
not on the committee brings up a revi
sion or a cutback, Senators can always 
point to essential services that might be 
affected. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will 
yield, we have not accepted any other 
amendment on the floor on the basis 
that we will drop it in conference. If we 
can substantiate it in whole or in part, 
I would be delighted to proceed. But I do 
believe we have a real responsibility to 
insure that the power administrations 
and the weapons programs, which are 
the principal users of the fuel in the 
Department of Energy, be protected. To 
cut back on wastes is our objective also. 

Mr. ROTH. Oan the Senator say what 
portion of the gasoline is consumed by 
them? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. We think the bulk of 
it is, but I cannot give a percentage. I 
did not see the amendment: before a 
few minutes ago and I have not had 
the chance to research it. 

I am not trying to scuttle the amend
ment. If I were trying to scuttle it, I 
would not be willing to accept it. 

Mr. ROTH. I understand the Senator's 
willingness to accept it. There will be 
opposition, I know, from the agencies, 
and they will try to make a strong case. 
I will be happy to have it accepted on 
that condition. I will say that we are 
concerned about the kind of leadership 
we give in Government. I think the 
American people have the right to see 
whether or not-as I am sure t'he Senator 
would agree-this is working in the con
servation area. I appreciate the Senator's 
willingness to accept the amendment. I 
want to make this further request, that 
my staff will keep in contact with the 
Senator so we can determine exactly 
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what happens in this area and, if nec
essary, bring it up later. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I will be happy to 
be in contact with the staff and would be 
glad to have whatever facts the Senator 
can show in particular areas of waste. We 
will take it to conference on that basis. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I will say to the 

Senator from Delaware that the cause he 
is talking about is good. Where the 
amendment ought to come, or at least as 
a separate amendment, would be with 
regard to the General Services Adminis
tration, where they have control of these 
immense Government carpools. That is 
where the bulk of the cars are located, 
and all the agencies use them. But, as 
the Senator from Louisiana points out, 
a lot of these vehicles are used along 
powerlines, trucks and things like that, 
which are assigned directly to the energy 
agency. However, the big waste of gaso
line it seems to me we should cut down 
is in the GSA, when that appropriation 
comes up, with their carpools. I hope 
the Senator will pursue his amendment 
at th~,t point, or a similar amendment. 

It seems to me that the Senator from 
Louisiana does take a good position. 

I will say it is difficult where the 
vehicles are assigned to the agencies par
ticularly out West, with all the power
lines and so forth , and the different uses 
where the cars are required. The car
pools are really where the amendment 
should be directed. 

Mr. ROTH. I appreciate the advice of 
the distinguished chairman and do in
tend to pursue it. I believe his point is 
very valid. 

I am concerned, I will say to the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington, 

, when the figures show that we have one 
car for every six employees of the Fed
eral Government. Unquestionably, many 
of those cars are essential and used in 
a business-like manner. At the same 
time, in the past the question of energy 
has not been the serious one it is today. 
I just think it is extraordinarily impor
tant if we are going to get the American 
people to do their utmost in this energy 
crisis to have them recognize that we 
are making real sacrifices and compro
mises of services that otherwise would 
have been satisfactory. 

It may be that no one wants to ham
string any agency or any department in 
doing what is necessary. But I think 
most people feel , myself included, that 
when you look at the general figures of 
one car in six, under today's situation
that may have been all right 5 or 10 
years ago, when we did not have that 
energy crisis, or at least, did not recog
nize it. But today, the situation has 
changed and we should make sure that 
we are taking a careful look, that vehi
cles are only used where absolutely 
essential. 

With that understanding, I am happy 
to yield back the floor. I thank the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington 
for his suggestion. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I ask for third read

ing, Mr. President. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 

is open to further amendment. If there 
be no further amendments to be pro
posed, the question is on the engross
ment of the amendments and the third 
reading of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield such time, Mr. 

President, as he may want to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. PresiGent, the 
Senate is 81bout to vote on H.R. 4388, the 
Energy and Water Development Appro
priations bill for fiscal year 1980. As re
ported, the bill calls for budget authority 
of $10.8 billion and estimated outlays of 
$5.9 billion. In addition to the funds con
tained in this appropriations bill, it is 
anticipated that additional later require
ments of at least $0.7 billion in budget 
authority and $0.5 billion in outlays will 
be necessary. Thus, H.R. 4388, along with 
anticipated later requirements, are pro
jected to exceed first budget resolution 
targets by $0.4 billion in budget authority 
and $0.7 billion in outlays. 

Mr. President, I realize that there have 
been major developments in the energy 
situation since the first budget resolu
tion and that we may have to commit 
additional resources to encourage new 
energy supplies. President Carter is cer
tainly correct when he says that we must 
give a high priority to solving the Na
tion's energy problems. Further energy 
initiatives will almost certainly result in 
new spending proposals which we will re
view during markup on the second budg
et resolution. A decision to make major 
new commitments to energy develop
ment, however, will require that Congress 
avoid unnecessary increases for low pri
ority programs. 

Unfortunately, Mr. President, it does 
not appear that this restraint is being 
exercised. Currently, it appears that the 
Appropriations Committee may actually 
exceed the amount allocated to it in the 
first budget resolution by up to $5.5 bil
lion in budget authority and $4.6 billion 
in outlays when all regular appropria
tions bills and all fiscal year 1980 supple
mental requirements are taken into ac
count. This means that we now face the 
prospect that the fiscal year 1980 deficit 
may be increased by $5 to $6 billion. This 
fact, plus the expected economic slow
down, could result in a fiscal year 1980 
deficit higher than fiscal year 1979. A 
deficit of this magnitude will fan the fires 
of inflation and further undermine pub
lic confidence in the ability of the Fed
eral Government to develop sound fiscal 
policy. · 

Mr. President, I am certain that the 
chairman and members of the Appro
priations Committee understand the 
need for fiscal restraint. It is not easy 
to resist strong pressures for increased 
spending, and I appreciate the efforts 
which the distinguished chairman (Mr. 
MAGNUSON) has made in an attempt to 

keep ·total funding levels within budget 
targets. The necessity for restraint will 
become even more important because of 
spending levels in this bill and the pres
sures which will be exerted to expand 
energy programs. 

Failure to keep spending levels within 
first resolution targets will result in a 
reversal of the trend in the past 5 years 
of reducing the deficit and will virtually 
eliminate the possibility of the balanced 
budget in fiscal year 1981. I am certain 
that most Members of Congress, as well 
as the American public, would find such 
a situation totally unacceptable. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
rise in support of H.R. 4388, the Energy 
and Water appropriation bill for fiscal 
year 1980. I would especially like to 
thank the members of the Senate Appro
priations Committee for their decision 
during deliberations on this bill to con
tinue funding of the Barnwell nuclear 
fuel plant and a number of water proj
ects in my State of South Carolina. 

I particularly commend them for their 
wisdom and foresight in supporting the 
ongoing research activities at the Barn
well nuclear fuel plant. For the past 2 
fiscal years, Congress has appropriated 
funds for research and development ef
forts at the Barnwell facility. I would 
like to assure my colleagues that money 
which Congress has given to talented 
technical staff has produced concrete 
results. For examplE>, some very useful 
data has been provided to the Depart
ment of Energy for use in the 2-year 
international nuclear fuel cycle evalua
tion <INFCE) . As a result of the fiscal 
year 1978 program, a plutonium heat 
spike concept was developed which would 
make plutonium in spent fuel less attrac
tive for weapons purposes. Research has 
also been conducted on problems related 
to spent fuel receiving, handling, and 
storage. 

Aside from these contributions in the 
research field, continued funding has 
so far prevented this very valuable 
facility from being prematurely "moth
balled" before conclusions can be 
reached on the viability of alternative, 
proliferation-resistant fuel cycles and 
their possible applications to Barnwell. 
Mr. President, I continue to strongly 
favor commercial reprocessing at Barn
well and hope the present administration 
will ultimately see the wisdom of this 
course. However, even if this decision 
is not reversed, continued funding of 
Barnwell will facilitat~ development of 
alternative uses of the facility, such as 
safety training and military applica
tions. 

Furthermore, I would like to point out 
that the $11.5 million included in H.R. 
4388 for the Barnwell plant represents a 
significant reduction from the fiscal year 
1979 funding level of $18.5 million. This 
lower figure is in keeping with our efforts 
to reduce Federal spending, but it is suffi
cient to allow the BNFP staff to main
tain the plant's capability and to con
tribute meaningful research and develop
ment results to the INFCE. 

Mr. President, H.R. 4388 also contains 
funding for a number of Corps of Engi
neers' water projects in South Carolina. 
Construction projects, such as the Rich-
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ard B. Russell Dam and the construction 
of a fifth power generation unit at Lake 
Hartwell and the navigation projects in 
various rivers and harbors will be ex
tremely beneficial to the continued eco
nomic growth of South Carolina and 
Georgia. 

Mr. President, in addition to contain
ing funding for a number of projects of 
special interest to the citizens of South 
Carolina, H.R. 4388 contains funds for 
a number of important programs in the 
Departments of Energy and Interior, as 
well as various independent agencies, in
cluding the Appalachian Regional Com
mission, Tennessee Valley Authority, 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission and 
others. The total amount appropriated 
is within the budget estimates, and, ac
cordingly, I urge that the bill be passed. 
e Mr. CRANSTON. Mr. President, I 
would like to ask the floor manager of 
the bill a question relating to the Bu
reau of Reclamation's feasibility study 
of the Mid-Valley Canal in California. 
As the floor manager knows, the Presi
dent's fiscal year 1980 budget does not in
clude any moneys for the Mid-Valley 
Canal. The Bureau of Reclamation re
cently suspended the study and is pre
paring a concluding report on the pro
posed Mid-Valley Canal because there is 
not presently an adequate supply of 
water for the project. The State of Cali
fornia and the fa.rmers on the east side 
of the San Joaquin Valley want the Bu
reau of Reclamation to complete the 
feasibility study nevertheless. The Bu
reau has already invested $546,000 and 8 
years in the study. I think that it makes 
little sense not to complete the study as 
additional water supplies may well be 
available in the future. Shasta Dam, 
for example, may be enlarged, thus pro
viding the necessary water supply. 

I understand that an appropriation of 
$150,000 in fiscal year 1980 would per
mit the Bureau of Reclamation to com
plete the Mid-Valley feasibility study. I 
have talked to the floor manager of the 
bill, and appreciate his concern about 
accepting any increases in this bill, re
gardless of the merit of the request. How
ever, I understood the Senator from 
Louisiana to say that he would include 
funds for the Mid-Valley Canal study in 
the supplemental appropriations bill, or 
if there is no fiscal year 1980 supplemen
tal, in the regular bill next year. Is that 
correct? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. That is correct, 
based on the information that there are 
potential additional water supplies. In 
that case, we will fund the Mid-Valley 
Canal feasibility study in the next an
nual appropriations bill, either the fiscal 
year 1980 supplemental or the fiscal year 
1981 bill, or possibly even a transfer of 
funds, or reprograming request. 

Mr. CRANSTON. That being the case, 
would the Senator agree with me that 
the Bureau of Reclamation should re
sume the Mid-Valley study and not pre
pare the concluding report? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Yes, I agree with the 
Senator from California that the Bu
reau of Reclamation should keep the 
study open as we intend to follow up on 
this to see that the funds necessary to 
complete the Mid-Valley Canal feasi
bility study are made available.• 

• Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, the Sen
ate has before it H.R. 4388, the Energy 
and Water Development appropriation 
bill for fiscal year 1980. 

The bill as reported provides $10.8 
billion in new budget authority. Outlays 
associated with the bill total $5.9 billion. 

Under section 302 (b) of the Budget 
Act, the Appropriations Committee di
vides among its subcommittees the total 
budget authority and outlays allocated 
to the committee under the first budget 
resolution. The Appropriations Commit
tee has allocated $11.1 billion in budget 
authority and $9.7 billion in outlays to 
the Energy and Water Development Sub
committee. 

The funds provided by H.R. 4388 as 
reported, together with action completed 
or under way, plus possible later require
ments known at this time put the sub
committee $0.4 billion above its budget 
authority allocation and $0.7 billion 
above its outlays allocation. This would 
not be consistent with the targets in the 
first budget resolution. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that a table showing the relation
ship of this bill and possible later re
quirements to the subcommittee alloca
tion be printed in the RECORD at this 
point. 
H.R. 4388, Energy and water development 

appropriation bill, relationship to sub
committee's section 302(b) allocation 

[ $ in billions] 

Budget 
authority Outlays 

Subcommittee's section 
302(b) allocation_______ 11.1 9. 7 

Action completed or 
underway -------------- 4. 1 

H.R. 4388, as reported______ 10. 8 5. 9 

Amount over ( +) or under 
(-) subcommittee allo-
cation ----------------- -0.3 +O. 2 
Possible later 

requirements: 
Energy supply____________ +O. 5 +O. 3 
Water resources___________ +O. 1 +O. 1 
October 1979 pay raises____ +O. 1 +O. 1 

Possible amount over ( +) 
or under ( -) subcom-
mittee allocation________ +O. 4 +O. 7 

Even though this bill, together with 
possible later requirements will exceed 
the subcommittee's allocation, I support 
it. I realize, as I am sure my colleagues 
do, that events since the first budget 
resolution have developed a consensus in 
the Congress and in the country on 
broader based energy programs. 

But, Mr. President, the Senate should 
be aware that there are serious pressures 
on the Appropriations Committee re
garding the fiscal year 1980 budget. Un
fortunately, there do not appear to be 
any compensating surpluses available in 
any other subcommittee allocations to 
make up for the overages in this !bill. In 
fact, several other subcommittees may 
exceed their allocation when foreseeable 
supplemental requirements are taken 
into account. 

It now appears that the Appropriations 
Committee may actually exceed the 
amount allocated to it in the budget 

resolution by up to $5.6 billion in budget 
authority and $4.7 billion in outlays 
when all the regular 1980 appropriation 
bills and all the 1980 supplemental re
quirements are taken into account. 

We now face the prospect that these 
appropriations excesses may increase the 
1980 deficit by as much as $5 to $6 bil
lion. In fact, the combinations of these 
additional appropriations and the ap
parent economic slowdown threaten to 
drive the 1980 deficit higher than 1979. 
It now appears that the deficit for 1979 
will be about $30 billion. Instead of the 
$23 billion figure we contemplated for 
the first resolution, it appears that the 
deficit for 1980 will rise by $6 billion. 
Taking into account the appropriation 
bill increases over the budget resolution, 
the deficit may rise to $34 or $35 billion, 
reversing the trend of the last 5 years 
and increasing the deficit to unaccept
able levels. 

Today, Mr. President, Senator BELL
MON. the ranking Republican member of 
the Budget Committee, and I have writ
ten to the distinguished chairman of the 
Senate Appropriations Committee and 
his ranking member to discuss the total 
appropriations situation. In our letter 
we described the circumstances creating 
the pressures for these increases. 

First, some other committees have 
failed to make about $1 billion in legis
lative savings contemplated in the budget 
resolution in appropriated programs. 

Second, costs for some programs sanc
tioned by the resolution have risen un
foreseeably. 

Third, the President's new energy ini
tiatives exceed those contemplated in the 
budget resolution by up to $2.9 billion in 
budget authority and $1.2 billion in out
lays. 

Fourth, for reasons apart from these 
first three causes, the Appropriations 
Committee itself has spent as much as 
$1.5 billion in budget authority and $1.2 
billion in outlays above the budget reso
lution allocation to it. 

In light of these increases, Mr. Presi
dent, I hope that the Appropriations 
Committee will reduce other appropria
tions for fiscal year 1980 to make room 
for the supplemental needs now antici
pated in the energy and Labor-HEW 
areas. 

In the event that such reductions are 
not made, there will be no alternative but 
to support amendments to reduce appro
priations which are not of compelling 
necessity at this time. 

Finally, in the event floor amendments 
prove inadequate to reduce these in
creases for the first time a reconciliation 
instruction to the Appropriations Com
mittee may be required in the second 
budget resolution. 

Mr. President, support of the higher 
funding levels for the energy programs 
in this bill because of changed national 
priorities must not preclude close scru
tiny of all future appropriations bills. 

We will work with the Appropriations 
Committee and do everything possible to 
assure that the deficit for fiscal year 1980 
remains below the fiscal year 1979 
deficit.• 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on passage. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

yield back the remainder of my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 

yielded back? 
Mr. BELLMON. I yield back my time. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 

has been yielded back. The bill having 
been r~ad the third time, the question is, 
Shall It pass? The yeas and nays have 
been ordered. The clerk will call the 
roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER), 
and the Senator from Illinois <Mr. STE
VENSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from New Mexico (Mr. Do
MENICI) is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent to at
tend a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Are there 
other Senators present desiring to vote? 

Are there others present desiring to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 90, 
nays 6, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 185 Leg.] 
YEA8-90 

Armstrong Hart 
Baucus Hatch 
Bayh Hatfield 
BeHmon Hayakawa 
Bentsen Heflin 
Boren Heinz 
Boschwitz Hollings 
Bradley Huddleston 
Bumpers Humphrey 
Burdick Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
Cannon Javits 
Chiles Jepsen 
Church Johnston 
Cochran Kassebaum 
Cohen Kennedy 
Cranston Laxalt 
Culver Leahy 
Danforth Levdn 
DeConcini Long 
Dole Lugar 
Durenberger Magnuson 
Durkin Mathias 
Eagleton Matsunaga 
Ex on McClure 
Ford McGovern 
Garn Melcher 
Glenn Metzenbaum 
Goldwater Morgan 
Gravel Moynihan 

Biden 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 

NAYS-6 
Chatee 
Helms 
Proxmire 

Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Ribicoff 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Schmitt 
Schwelker 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Stone 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Warner 
Weicker 
Willdams 
Young 
Zorinsky 

Roth 

NOT VOTING-4 
Baker 
Domenici 

Sasser Stevenson 

So the bill CH.R. 4388) was passed. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which 
the bill was passed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I move to lay 
that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, I 
move that the Senate insist on its 
amendments and request a conference 
with the House on the disagreeing votes 
thereon, and that the Chair be author-

ized to appoint the conferees on the part 
of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to; and the 
Chair appointed Messrs. JoHNSTON, 
STENNIS, MAGNUSON, ROBERT C. BYRD, 
HOLLINGS, HUDDLESTON, BURDICK, SASSER, 
DECONCINI, HATFIELD, YOUNG, SCHWEIKER, 
BELLMON, MCCLURE, GARN, and ScHMITT 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
for the third time today, I compliment 
Mr. JOHNSTON. 

The Energy and Water Development 
appropriations bill, considered by the 
Senate today is a complex measure 
which contains vitally important proj
ects. The distinguished Senator from . 
Louisiana (Mr. JOHNSTON) has managed 
this bill admirably under trying circum
stances. As chairman of the Energy and 
Water Subcommittee of the Appropria
tions Committee, he has overseen the 
formulation of this bill in great detail. 

The distinguished Senator from Ore
gon <Mr. HATFIELD) has contributed in 
equal measure to the consideration of 
this bill. His long experience as ranking 
member of the subcommittee provided 
additional expertise to the Senate in its 
deliberations on the Energy and Water 
Development bill. 

Two key areas of national policy are 
affected by this measure-energy re
search and development and improve
ment of our water resources. In many 
cases, these two issues are inseparable. 
Hydroelectric projects are the prime 
examples of that fact. Transportation 
of energy resources is facilitated by the 
improvements to navigable waterways 
included in the bill. 

Basic science research carried out by 
the Department of Energy is funded at a 
level which will provide the maximwn 
amount of benefit for each dollar. More 
advanced research into solar power is 
provided for in order for the United 
States to have as many energy options 
available as possible. 

In short, the Energy and Water De
velopment appropriations bill coupled 
with the Interior appropriations bill, 
whic;ll we will consider at a later point, 
provide a sound structure on which to 
shape our energy policy and promote the 
efficient use of our natural resources. 

Once again, I commend the subcom
mittee for its fine work on this difficult 
matter. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the major
ity leader. 

Mr. President, I thank again the dis
tinguished ranking majority member, 
Senator HATFIELD, and his excellent staff 
for the cooperation we have had through
out this bill. It really has been a team 
effort and a bipartisan effort. 

I especially thank Proctor Jones, Dave 
Gwaltney, and Mrs. Gloria Butland, of 
the committee staff, who have worked 
day and night, literally, sometimes 
through the night, for days on end, to put 
together a very difficult bill. 

I think we have an excellent bill here, 
one that has been well thought out. 

I thank all those responsible for their 
help in getting the bill passed. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. Mr. President, as 

chairman of the Appropriations Com
mittee, I congratulate the Senator for 
the fine work that has been done on this 
bill. I know how difficult it is. It is not 
necessarily the most complex bill. I will 
not give way to the HEW bill. It is next 
to the HEW bill in complexity. 

Proctor and the others have done a 
tremendous amount of work. I do not 
know how many witnesses the committee 
heard this year. I recall that I used to 
hear 600 or 700 witnesses. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. More than 2,000 ap
peared this year. We have large groups 
and delegations-and about 700 or 800 
witnesses presented testimony. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. It is a tremendous 
job, and I congratulate the Senator from 
Louisiana as well as the Senator from 
Oregon for the way the bill was handled 
on the floor. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the distin
guished chairman of the full commit
tee, who has been a great help in get
lting this bill passed. He attended many 
of our committee meetings and has been 
a great help. 

A!lso, the distinguished ranking mi
nority member, Senator YouNG, I be
lieve, attended every meeting of the 
committee. He is an expert on water re
oource matters as well as an expert on 
energy, and he has been a great help 
wiJth the bill. 

Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I yield. 
Mr. YOUNG. Mr. President, this bill 

has become much more complicated than 
it used to be. I would not want to be 
the ranking minority member on the 
subcommittee now. 

'The energy part of it is so vast and 
complicated now that I do not know 
how the committee can even deal with 
it. The excellent staff is most helpful. 

I commend both the Senator from 
Louisiana <Mr. JoHNSTON) and the Sen
ator from Oregon <Mr. HATFIELD) for 
the fine job they have done and for the 
patience and understanding they have 
exhibited. I also commend the able staff 
members on both sides, especially Proc
tor Jones, who I consider one of the 
most able staff members in the Sen
ate. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. I thank the Senator, 
and I share the Senator's opinion of 
Proctor Jones. 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 
. 1979 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under the 
previous order, the Senate will proceed 
to the consideration of s. 737, which 
will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (S. 737) to provide authority to reg
ulate exports, to improve the efficiency of 
export regulation, and to minimize inter
ference with the right to engage in com
merce. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Banking, Housing, and 

I 
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Urban Affairs with an amendment to 
strike all after the enacting clause and 
insert the following: 
That this Act may be cited as the "Export 
Administration Act of 1979". 

FINDINGS 

SEc. 2. The Congress makes the following 
findings: 

(1) The ab1Uty of United States citizens 
to engage in international commerce is a 
fundamental concern of United States pol
icy. 

(2) Exports contribute significantly to the 
balance of trade, employment, and produc
tion of the United States. 

(3) The availab111ty of certain materials 
at home and abroad varies so that the quan
tity and composition of United States ex
ports and their distribution among import
ing countries may affect the welfare of the 
domestic economy and may have an impor
tant bearing upon fulfillment of the foreign 
policy of the United States. 

(4) Exports of goods or technology with
out regard to whether they make a signifi
cant contribution to the miltary potential of 
individual countries or combinations of 
countries may adversely affect the national 
se::urity of the United States. 

( 5) The restriction of exports from the 
United States can have serious adverse ef
fects on the balance of payments and on do
mestic employment, particularly when re
strictions applied by the United States are 
more extensive than those imposed by other 
countries. 

( 6) Uncertainty of export control policy 
can curtail the efforts of American business 
to the detriment of the overall attempt to 
improve the trade balance of the United 
States and to decrease domestic unemploy
ment. 

( 7) Unreasonable restrictions on access to 
world supplies can cause worldwide political 
and economic instab111ty, interfere with free 
international trade, and retard the growth 
and development of nations. 

(8) It is important that the administra
tion of export controls imposed for national 
security purposes give special emphasis to 
the need to control exports of technology 
(and goods which contribute significantly to 
the transfer of such technology) which could 
make a significant contribution to the m111-
tary potential of any country or combina
tion of countries which would be detrimental 
to the national security of the United States. 

DECLARATION OF POLICY 

SEc. 3. The Congress makes the following 
declarations: 

( 1) It is the policy of the Unit~d States to 
minimize uncertainties in export control 
policy and to encourage trade with all coun
tries with which we have diplomatic or 
trading relations, except those countries with 
which such trade has been determined by the 
President to be against the national interest. 

(2) It is the policy of the United States to 
restrict the ab111ty to export only after full 
consideration of the impact on the economy 
of the United States and only to the extent 
necessary-

( A) to prevent the export of goods and 
technology which would make a significant 
contribution to the m111tary potential of any 
other nation or nations which would prove 
detrimental to the national security of the 
United States; 

(B) to further significantly the foreign 
policy of the United States or to fulfill its 
declared international obligations; and 

(C) to protect the domestic economy from 
the excessive drain of scarce materials and to 
reduce the serious inflationary impact of 
foreign demand. 

(3) It is t'he policy of the United States 
(A) to apply any necessary controls to the 

:maximum extent possible in cooperation 
with all nations, and (B) to encourage ob
servance of a uniform export control policy 
by all nations with which the United States 
has defense treaty commitments. 

(4) It is the policy of the United States 
to use its economic resources and trade po
tential to further the sound growth and 
stability of its economy as well as to further 
its national security and foreign policy 
objectives. 

(5) It is the policy of the United States
(A) to oppose restrictive trade practices 

or boycotts fostered or imposed by foreign 
countries against other countries friendly 
to the United States or against any United 
States person; 

(B) to encourage and, in specified cases, 
require United States persons engaged in 
the export of goods and teChnology or other 
information to refuse to take actions, in
cluding furnishing information or entering 
into or implementing agreements, which 
have the effect of furthering or supporting 
the restrictive trade practices or boycotts 
fostered or imposed by any foreign country 
against a country friendly to the United 
States or against any United States per
son; and 

(C) to foster international coopeMtion 
and the development of in terna tiona! rules 
and institutions to assure reasonable access 
to world supplies. 

(6) It is the policy of the United States 
that the desirab111ty of subjecting, or con
tinuing to subject, particular goods or tech
nology or other information to United States 
export controls should be subjected to re
view by and consultation with representa
tives of appropriate United States Govern
ment agencies and private industry. 

(7) It is the policy of the Un.'l.ted States to 
use export controls, including license fees, to 
secure the removal by foreign countries of 
restrictions on access to supplies where such 
restrictions have or may have a serious do
mestic inflationary impact, have caused or 
may cause a serious domestic shortage, or 
have been imposed for purposes of infiuenc
ing the foreign policy of the United States. 
In etfecting this policy, the President shall 
make every reasonable effort to secure the 
removal or reduction of such restrictions, 
policies, or actions through intern.a.tional 
cooperation and agreement before resorting 
to the imposition of controls on exports from 
the United States. No action taken in fulfill
ment of the policy set forth in this para
graph shall apply to the export of medicine 
or medical supplies. 

(8) It is the policy of the United States to 
use export controls to encourage other coun
tries to take immediate steps to prevent the 
use of their territories or resources to add, 
encourage, or give samctua.ry to those persons 
involved in directing, supporting, or pa.rtJici
pating in acts of international terrorism. 
To achieve this objective, the Presid.ent shall 
make every reasonable effort to secure the 
removal or reduction of such assistance to 
international terrorists through interna
tllonal cooperation and agreement before re
sorting to the imposition of export controls. 

(9) It is the policy of the United States to 
cooperate with other nations with which the 
United States has defense treaty commit
ments in restrictlng the export of goods and 
technology which would make a significant 
contribution to the military potential of any 
country or combination of countries which 
would prove detrimental to the security of 
the United States or to the security of those 
countries with which the United States has 
defense treaty commitments. 

AUTHORITY 

SEc. 4. (a) (1) To the extent necessary to 
carry out the policies set forth in section 3 
of this Act, the President, by rule or regu
lation, may prohibit or curtail the export of 
any goods or technology, or for the purpose 

of section 5 information, subject to the 
jurisdiction of the United States or exported 
by any person subject to the jurisdiction of 
the United States. To the extent necessary to 
achieve effective enforcement of this Act, 
these rules and regulations may apply to the 
financing, transporting, and other servicing 
of exports and the participation therein by 
any person. In curtailing exports to carry 
out the policy set forth in section 3(2) (C) 
of this Act, the President is authorized and 
directed to allocate a portion of export li
censes on the basis of factors other than a 
prior history of exportation. 

(2) (A) In administering export controls 
for national security purposes as prescribed 
in section 3(2) (A) of this Act, United States 
policy toward individual countries shall not 
be determined exclusively on the basis of a 
country's Communist or non-Communist 
status but shall take into account such 
factors as the country's present and potential 
relationship to the United States, its present 
and potential relationship to the United 
States, its present and potential relationship 
to countries friendly or hostile to the United 
States, its ability and willingness to control 
retransfers of United States exports in ac
cordance with United States policy, and such 
other factors as the President may deem ap
propriate. The President shall review not 
less frequently than every three years in the 
case of controls maintained cooperatively 
V!ith other nations, and annually in the case 
of all other controls, United States policy to
ward individual countries to determine 
whether such policy is appropriate in light 
of the factors specified in the preceding 
sentence. 

(B) Rules and regulations under this sub
section to carry out the pollcy set forth in 
section 3(2) (A) of this Act may provide for 
denial of any request or application for au
thority to export goods or technology from 
the United States, its territories and pos
sessions, which would make a signific!l.nt 
contribution to the miUtary potential of 
any nation or combination of nations theat
ening the national security of the United 
States if the President determines that their 
export could prove detrimental to the na
tional security of the United States. In ad
ministering export controls for national se
curity purposes as prescribed in section 3 
(2) (A) of this Act, priority shall be given to 
preventing the effective transfer to countries 
to which exports are controlled for national 
security purposes of goods and technology 
critical to the design, development, produc
tion, or use of military systems which would 
make a significant contribution to the mili
tary potential of any nation or nations which 
could prove detrimental to the national se
curity of the United States. The Secretary 
of Commerce, in consultation with the Sec
retary of Defense, shall review and revise not 
less frequently than every three years in the 
case of controls maintained cooperatively 
with other nations, and annually in the case 
of all other controls, export controls main
tained for national security purposes pur
suant to this Act for the purpose of insuring 
that such controls are limited, to the maxi
mum extent possible consistent with the 
purposes of this Act, to such militarily crit
ical goods and technologies and the mech
anisms through which they may be effec
tively transferred. 

(C) Export controls maintained for for
eign policy purposes shall expire on Decem
ber 31, 1979, or one year after imposition, 
whichever is later, unless extended by the 
President in accordance with this subpara
graph and subparagraph (D). Any such ex
tension and any subsequent extension shall 
not be for a period of more than one year. 
When imposing, increasing, or extending ex
port controls for foreign policy purposes 
pursuant to the authority provided by this 
Act, the President shall consider-
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(i) alternative means to further the for

eign policy purposes in question; 
(11) the likelihood that foreign competitors 

wlll join the United States in effectively 
nontrolling such exports; 

(111) the probab111ty that such controls 
will achieve the intended foreign policy pur
pose; 

(iv) the effect of such controls on United 
States exports, employment, and production, 
and on the international reputation of the 
United States as a supplier of goods and 
technology; 

(v) the reaction of other countries to the 
imposition or enlargement of such export 
controls by the United States; and 

(vi) the foreign policy consequences of 
not imposing controls. 

(D) Whenever the President imposes, in
creases, or extends export controls for for
eign policy purposes pursuant to authority 
provided by this Act, he shall inform the 
Congress of his action within thirty days 
and, to the extent consistent with the na
tional interest, make public a report speci
fying his conclusions with respect to each 
of the matters considered as provided in 
subparagraph (C) of this paragraph and in
dicating how such export controls will fur
ther significantly the foreign policy of the 
United States or fulfill its declared inter
national obligations. 

(E) The President shall not impose ex
port controls for foreign policy or national 
security purposes on the export from the 
United States of goods or technology which 
he determines are available without restric
tion from sources outside the United States 
in significant quantities and comparable in 
quality to those produced in the United 
States, unless the President determines that 
adequate evidence has been presented to 
him demonstrating that the absence of such 
controls would prove detrimental to the 
foreign policy or national security of the 
United States. Where, in accordance with 
this paragraph, export controls are imposed 
for foreign policy or national security pur
poses notwithstanding foreign availab111ty, 
the President shall take steps to initiate ne
gotiations with the governments of the ap
propriate foreign countries for the purpose 
of eliminating such availab111ty. 

(b) ( 1) Except as otherwise provided in this 
Act, the Secretary of Commerce shall reor
ganize the Department of Commerce as nec
essary to effectuate the policies set forth in 
this Act. The Secretary of Commerce shall 
prepare and maintain a list of goods and 
technology the export of which from the 
United States, its territories and possessions, 
is prohibited or regulated pursuant to this 
Act. The Secretary shall review such list not 
less frequently than every three years in the 
case of controls maintained cooperatively 
with other nations, and annually in the case 
of all other controls, in order to make 
promptly such changes and revisions as may 
be necessary or desirable in furtherance of 
the policies set forth in this Act. The Secre
tary shall include in each review an assess
ment of the av·ailab111ty from sources outside 
the United States, its territories and posses
sions, of goods and technology in significant 
quantities and comparable in quality to 
those items included on such list. In order 
to further effectuate the policies set forth 
in this Act, the Secretary shall establish 
within the Office of Export Administration 
a capab111ty for monitoring and gathering in
formation on the foreign availability of goods 
and technology subject to export control. 

(2) The Secretary of Commerce shall keep 
the public fully apprised of changes in export 
control policy and procedures instituted in 
conformity with this Act with a view to en
couraging trade. The Secretary shall meet 
regularly with representatives of the business 
sector in order to obtain their views on ex
port control policy and the foreign avail
ability of goods and technology. 

(c) ( 1) (A) To effectuate the policies set 
forth in this Act, the Secretary of Commerce 
shall establish at least the following three 
types of licenses in addition to such other 
types as the Secretary may deem appropriate: 

(i) A validated license. 
(11) A qualif\ed general license. 
(111) A general 'license. 
(B) As used in thtl.s subsection-
(i) a "validated license" is a license au

thorizing the export of goods or technology 
pursuant to an application by an exporter in 
accordance with rules and regulations is
sued pursuant to this Act. A validated li
cense may be required for the export of goods 
and technology subject to multilateral con
trol's in which the United States participates 
or as determined pursuant to paragraph (2) 
of this subsection; 

(11) a "qualified general license" is a li
cense authorizing the export to any destina
tion of goods or technology, or a class of 
goods or technology, subject to the condi
tions contained in rules and regulations is
sued pursuant to this Act, including condi
tions pertaining to approval of the particu
lar consignee and end-use of the goods or 
technology. The goods and technology sub
ject to control by qualified general license 
shall be determined pursuant to paragraph 
(2) of this subsection; and 

(iii) a "general license" is a license au
thorizing the export of a class of goods or 
technology without specific approval if the 
export is effected in accordance with the 
conditions contained in rules and regula
tions issued pursuant to this Act. 

(2) To effectuate the policies set forth in 
section 3 of this Act, it is the intent of Con
gress that the use of validated licenses be 
limited to the greatest extent possible to the 
control of the export of goods and technol
ogy which are subject to multilateral con
trols in which the United States participates. 
To the extent that the President determines 
that the policies set forth in section 3 of 
this Act require the control of the e-xport 
of other goods and technology, or more 
stringent controls than the multilateral con
trols, he will report to the Congress not 
later than six months after the date of en
actment of this Act, and thereafter in each 
annual report, the reasons for the need to 
impose, or to continue to impose, such con
trols. It is further the intent of Congress 
that export controls which exceed the multi
lateral controls shall be e·ffected to the 
greatest extent possible consistent with the 
purposes of this Act by means of qualified 
general licenses. 

(3) Not later than sixty days after the 
date of enactment of this Act, the Secretary 
of Commerce shall establish procedures for 
the approval of goods and technology that 
may be exported pursuant to a qualified gen
eral license. 

(d) (1) (A) All export license applications 
required under this Act shall be submitted 
by the applicant to the Secretary. All de
terminations with respect to any such 
application shall be made by the Secretary, 
subject to the procedures provided in this 
subsection. 

(B) It is the intent of Congress that a 
determination with respect to any export 
license application be made to the maximum 
extent possible by the Secretary without re
ferral of such application to any other Gov
ernment agency. 

(C) To the extent necessary, the Secre
tary shall seek information and recommen
dations from the several executive depart
ments and independent agencies concerned 
with aspects of our domestic and foreign 
policies and operations having an impor
tant bearing on exports. These departments 
and agencies shall cooperate fully in render
ing such information and recommendations. 

(2) Within ten days after the date on 
which any export license application is re
ceived, the Secretary shall-

(A) send the applicant an acknowledge
ment of the receipt of the application and 
the date of the receipt; 

(B) submit to the applicant a written de
scription of the procedures required by this 
subsection, the responsibilities of the Secre
tary and of other agencies with respect to 
the application, and the rights of the ap
plicant; 

(C) return the application without ac
tion if the application is improperly com
pleted or if additional information is 
required, with sufficient information to per
mit the application to be properly resub
mitted, in which case if such application 
is resubmitted, it shall be treated as a new 
application for the purpose of calculating 
the time periods prescribed in this subsec
tion; 

(D) determine whether it is necessary to 
submit the application to any other agency 
and, if such submission is determined to be 
necessary, inform the applicant of the 
agency or agencies to which the application 
will be referred; and 

(E) determine whether it is necessary to 
submit the application to a multilateral re
view process, pursuant to a multilateral 
agreement, formal or informal, to which the 
United States is a party and, if so, inform 
the applicant of this requirement. 

( 3) In each case in which the Secretary 
determines that it is not necessary to sub
mit an application to any other agency for 
its information and · recommendations, a 
license shall be formally issued or denied 
within ninety days of the receipt of a 
properly completed application, unless ad
ditional time is required and the applicant 
specifically requests an extension. 

(4) In each case in which the Secretary 
determines that it is necessary to submit 
an application to any other agency for its 
information and re·commendations, the 
Secretary shall, within thirty days of the 
receipt of a properly completed application-

( A) submit the application together with 
all necessary analysis and recommendations 
of the Department of Commerce concurrent
ly to other appropriate agencies; and 

(B) if the applicant so requests, provide 
the applicant with an opportunity to review 
for accuracy any documentation to be sub
mitted to such other agencies with respect 
to such application for the purpose of de
scribing the export in question in order to 
determine whether such documentation ac
curately describes the proposed export. 

(5) (A) Any agency to which an application 
is submitted pursuant to paragraph (4) shall 
submit to the Secretary, within thirty days 
after its receipt of the application, the infor
mation or recommendations requested with 
respect to such application. Except as pro
vided in subparagraph (B), any such agency 
which does not submit its recommendations 
within the time period prescribed in the 
preceding sentence shall be deemed by the 
Secretary to have no objection to the ap
proval of such application. 

(B) If the head or acting head of any such 
agency notifies the Secretary before the ex
piration of the time period provided in sub
paragraph (A) for submission of its recom
mendations that tnore time is required for 
review by such agency, such agency shall 
have an additional thirty-day period to sub
mit its recommendations to the Secretary. If 
such agency does not so submit its recom
mendations within the time period prescribed 
by the preceding sentence, it shall be deemed 
by the Secretary to have no objection to the 
approval of such application. 

(6) (A) Within ninety days after receipt of 
other agency recommendations, as provided 
for in paragraph ( 5) , the Secretary shall 
formally issue or deny a license, unless addi
tional time is required and the applicant 
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specifically requests an extensif1n. In decid
ing whether to issue or deny a 11cense, the 
Secretary shall take into account any rec
ommendation of an agency advising on the 
applica·tion !n question. In cases where :the 
Secretary receives confiicting recommenda
tions, the Secretary shall, within the ninety 
days provided for in this subsection, take 
such action as may be necessary to resolve 
such confilcting recommendations. 

(B) In cases where the Secretary receives 
questions or negative considerations or rec
.)mmendations from other agencies advising 
on an application, the Secretary shall , to the 
maximum extent consistent with the na
tional security or foreign policy of the United 
States, inform the applicant of the specific 
questions raised and any negative considera
tions or recommendations made by an 
agency, and shall accord the applicant an 
opportunity, before the final determination 
with respect to the application is made, to 
respond in writing to such questions, con
siderations, or recommendations. 

(C) In oases where the Secretary has deter
mined that an application should be denied, 
at the time of the formal denial, the appli
cant shall be informed, to the maximum ex
tent consistent with the national security or 
foreign policy of the United States, of the 
specific reasons for such denial. 

(7) (A) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this subsection, the Secretary of De
fense is authorized to review any proposed 
expor•t of any goods or technology to any 
country to which exports are controlled for 
national security purposes and, whenever he 
determines that the export of such goods or 
technology will make a significant contribu
tion, which would prove detrimental to the 
national security of the United States, to the 
military potential of any such country, to 
recommend to the President that such ex
port be disapproved, 

(B) Notwithstanding any other provision 
of law, the Secretary of Defense shall deter
mine, in consultation with the Secretary, and 
confirm in writing the types and categories 
of transactions which should be received by 
him in order to make a determination re
ferred to in subparagraph (A). Whenever ali
cense or other authority is requested for the 
export to any country to which exports are 
controlled for national security purposes of 
goods or technology within any such type or 
category, the Secretary shall notify the Sec
retary of Defense of such request, and the 
Secretary may not issue any license or other 
authority pursuant to such request before 
the expiration of the period within which the 
President may disapprove such export. The 
Secretary of Defense shall carefully consider 
all notifications submitted to him pursuant 
to this subpar:agraph and, not later than 
thirty days af·ter notification of the request, 
shall-

(!) recommend to the President that he 
disapprove any request for the export of any 
goods or technology to any such country if 
he determines that the export of such goods 
or technology will make a significant con
tribution, which would prove detrimental to 
the national security of the United States, 
to the m111tary potential of such country or 
any other country; 

(11) notify the Secretary that he would 
recommend approval subject to specified 
conditions; or 

(111) recommend to the Secretary that the 
export of goods or technology be approved. 
If the President notifies the Secretary, within 
thirty days after receiving a recommenda
tion from the Secretary of Defense, that he 
disapproves such export, no license or other 
authority may be issued for the export of 
such goods or technology to such country. 

(C) The Secretary shall approve or disap
prove a license application, and issue or deny 
a license, in accordance with the provisions 
of this paragraph, and, to the extent applica-

ble in accordance with the time periods and 
procedures otherwise set forth in this sub
section. 

(8) In any case in which an application, 
which has been finally approved under para
graph (4), (7), or (8) of this subsection, is 
required to be submitted to a multilateral 
review process, pursuant to a multilateral 
agreement, formal or informal, to which the 
United Sta.tes is a party, the license shall 
not be issued as prescribed in such para
graphs, but the Secretary shall notify the 
applicant of the approval (and the date of 
such approval) of the application by the 
Secretary subject to such multilateral re
view. The license shall be issued upon 
approval of the application under such 
multilateral review. 

( 9) The Secretary and any agency to 
which any application is referred under this 
subsection shall keep accurate records with 
respect to all applications considered by the 
Secretary or by any such agency. 

(e) ( 1) To effectuate the policy set forth 
in section 3(2) (C) of this Act, the Secretary 
of Commerce shall monitor exports, and 
contracts for exports, of any goods (other 
than a commodity whioh is subject to the 
reporting requirements of section 812 of the 
Agricultural Act of 1970) when the volume 
of such exports in relation to domestic sup
ply contributes, or may contribute, to an 
increase in domestic prices or a domestic 
shortage, and such price increase or short
age has, or may have, a serious adverse 
impact on the economy, any sector ther-eof, 
or a.ny industry or substantial segment 
thereof. Such monitoring shall commence 
at a time adequate to insure that data will 
be available which is sufficient to permit 
achievement of the policies of this Act, and 
shall include the gathering of data concern
ing the volume of exports indicated under 
all contracts providing for the export of 
such goods following the date of the filing 
of the petition under section 7 (a) ( 1 ) . In
formation which the Secretary requires to 
be furnished in effecting such monitoring 
shall be confidential, except as provided in 
paragraph (2) of this subsection and in the 
last two sentences of section 10(c) of this 
Act. 

(2) The results of such monitoring shall, 
to the extent practicable, be aggr,egat.ed and 
included in weekly reports setting forth, 
with respect to each item monitored, actual 
and anticipated exports, the destination by 
country, and the domestic and worldwide 
price, supply, and demand. Su~h reports may 
be made monthly if the Secretary deter
mines that there is insufficient information 
to justify weekly reports. 

(f) In imposing export controls to effec
tuate the policy stated in section 3(2) (C) 
of this Act, thte President's authority shall 
include but not be limited to, the impo
sition of export license fees. 

(g) (1) Notwithstanding any other pro
vision of this Act and notwithstanding sub
section (u) of section 28 of the Mineral 
Leasing Act of 1920, as amended (30 U.S.C. 
185) , no domestically produced crude oil 
transported by pipeline over right-of-way 
granted pursuant to the requirements of 
section 203 of the Trans-Alaska Pipeline Au
thorization Act (43 U.S.C. 1653) (except any 
such crude oil which (A) is exported, for the 
purpose of effectuating an exchange in which 
the crude oil is exported to an adjacent 
foreign state to be refined and consumed 
therein, in exchange for the same quantity 
of crude oil being exported from that state 
to the United States; such exchange must 
result through convenience or increased ef
ficiency of transportation in lower prices for 
consumers of petroleum products in the 
United States as described in paragraph (2) 
(A) (ii) of this subsection, or (B) is tem
porarily exported for convenience or in
creased efficiency of transportation across 
p111rts of an adjacent foreign state and re-

enters the United States) may be exported 
from the United States, its territories and 
possessions, unless the requirements of para
graph (2) of this subsection are met. 

(2) Crude oil subject to the prohibition 
contained in paragraph ( 1) may be exported 
only if-

( A) the President makes and publishes an 
express finding that exports of such crude 
on, including exchanges-

(!) will not diminish the total quantity or 
quality of petroleum refined within, stored 
within, or legally committed to be tmns
ported to and sold within the United States· 

(11) will, within three months following 
the lni tiation or! such exports or exchanges, 
result in (a) acquisition costs to the refiners 
being lower than the acquisition costs such 
refiners would have to pay for the domes
tically produced crude oil in the absence of 
such an export of exchange and (b) that not 
less than 75 per centum of the savings shall 
be refiected in reduced wholesale and retail 
prices of products refined from such im
ported crude oil; 

(111) will be made only pursuant to con
t~act which may be termlnted if the crude 
011 supplies of the United States are inter
rupted, threatened, or diminished; 

(iv) are clearly necessary to protect the 
national interest; and 

(v) are in accordance with the provisions 
of this Act; and 

(B) the President reports such finding to 
the Congress and the Congress within sixty 
days thereafter passes a concurrent resolu
tion of approval. 

(3) Notwithstanding the foregoing prov.i
slons of this subsection or any other provi
sion of law including subsection (u) of sec
tion 28 of the Mineral Leasing Act of 1920 
the President may export oil otherwise sub~ 
ject to this subsection to any foreign nation 
with whom the United States has entered 
into a bilateral international oil supply 
agreement prior to June 25, 1979, or to any 
foreign nation with whom the United States 
has entered into a multilateral supply ar
rangement pursuant to section 251 (d) of the 
Energy Policy and Conservation Act, pro
vided, that the President promptly notifies 
Congress of each such agreement. 

(h) Petroleum products refined in United 
States Foreign Trade Zones, or in the United 
States Territory of Guam, from foreign 
crude on shall be excluded from any quan
titative restrictions imposed pursuant to sec
tion 3 (2) (C) of this Act, except that, if the 
Secretary of Commerce finds that a product 
is in short supply, the Secretary of Com
merce may issue such rules and regulations 
as may be necessary to limit exports. 

(i) (1) The authority conferred by this 
section shall not be exercised with respect 
to any agricultural commodity, including 
fats and oils or animal hides or skins, with
out the approval of the Secretary of Agri
culture. The Secretary of Agriculture shall 
not approve the exercise of such authority 
with respect to any such commodity during 
any period for which the supply of such 
commodity is determined by him to be in 
excess of the requirements of the domestic 
economy, except to the extent the President 
determines that such exercise of authority 
is required to effectuate the policies set forth 
in sections 3(2) (A) or (B) of this Act. The 
Secretary of Ag·riculture shall not approve the 
exercise of such authority with respect to 
any such commodity unless he has (i) given 
full consideration to the alternative of using 
the Commodity Credit Corporation to· pur
chase such commodity and arrange sales to 
foreign governments in accordance with the 
provisions of the Commodity Credit Cor
poration Charter Act so as to stabiUze mar
kets and maximize returns to agricultural 
producers, and (11) determined that export 
controls are preferable to such use of the au-
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thority granted by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation Charter Act. 

(2) Upon approval of the Secretary of 
Commerce, in consultation with the Secre
tary of Agriculture, agricultural commodities 
purchased by or for use in a foreign country 
may remain in the United States for export 
at a later date free from any quantitative 
limitations on export which may be imposed 
pursuant to section 3(2) (C) of this Act sub
sequent to such approval. The Secretary of 
Commerce may not grant approval hereun
der unless he receives adequate assurance 
and, in conjunction with the Secretary of 
Agriculture, finds (A) that such commod.Uies 
will eventually be exported, (B) that neither 
the sale nor export thereof will result in an 
excessive drain of scarce materials and have 
a serious domestic inflationary impact, (C) 
that storage of such commodities in the 
United States will not unduly limit the 
space available for storage of domestically 
owned commodities, and (D) that ·the pur
pose of such storage is to establish a reserve 
of such commodities for later use, not includ
ing resale to or use by another country. The 
Secretary of Commerce is authorized to issue 
such rules and regulations as may be nec
essary to implement this paragraph. 

(j) Nothing in this Act or the rules or 
regulations thereunder shall be construed 
to require authority or permission to export, 
except where required by the President to 
effect the policies set forth in section 3 of 
this Act. 

(k) The President may delegate the power, 
authority, and discretion conferred upon 
him by this Act to such departments, 
agencies, or officials of the Government as 
he may deem appropriate, except that no 
authority under this Act may be delegated 
to, or exercised by, any official of any depart
ment or agency the head of which is not 
appointed by and with the advice .and con
sent of the Senate. 

(1) (1) Any United States firm, enterprise, 
or other nongovernmental entity which, for 
commercial purposes, enters into an agree
ment with an agency of a government in 
another country to which exports are re
stricted for national security purposes, 
which agreement cites an intergovernmental 
agreement calllng for the encouragement of 
technical cooperation and is intended to re
sult in the export from the United States to 
the other party of unpublished technical 
data of United ·States origin, shall report such 
agreement to the Secretary of Commerce. 

(2) The provisions of this subsection shall 
not apply to colleges, universities, or other 
educational institutions. 

(3) The Secretary of Commerce is author
ized to issue such rules and regulations as 
are necessary to implement the provisions 
of this subsection. 

(m) The Secretary of State, in consulta
tion with the Secretary of Defense, the Sec• 
retary of Commerce, and the heads of other 
appropriate departments and agencies, shall 
be responsible for negotiations with other 
countries regarding their cooperation in re
stricting the export of goods and technologies 
whose export should be restricted pursuant 
to section 3(9) of this Act, as authorized 
under section 4(a) (1) of this Act, including 
negotiations on the basis of approved ad
ministration positions as to which goods 
and technologies should be subject to multi
laterally agreed export restrictions and what 
conditions should apply for exceptions from 
those restrictions. 

(n) The President shall enter into negotia
tions with the governments participating in 
the group known as the Coordinating Com
mittee (hereinafter in this subsection re
ferred to as the "Committee") with a view 
toward reaching-

( A) an agreemen.t to publish the· list of 
items controlled for export by agreement of 
the Committee, together with all notes, un-
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derstandings, and other aspects of such list, 
and all changes thereto; 

(B) an agreement to hold periodic meet
ings of such governments with high-level 
representation from such governments, for 
the purpose of providing guidan,ce on export 
control policy issues to the Committee; 

(C) an agreement to modHy the scope of 
the export controls imposed by agreement 
of the Committee to a le·vel accepted and 
enforced by all governments participating in 
the Committee; and 

(D) an agreement on more effective pro
cedures for enforcing the export controls 
agreed to pursuant to subparagraph (C). 

( o) In order to ensure that requirements 
for validated licenses and qualified general 
licenses are periodically removed as goods 
or technology subject to such requirements 
become obsolete with respect to the· na
tional security of the United States, regula
tions issued by the Secretary may, where 
appropriate, provide for annual increases in 
the performance levels of goods or technol
ogy subject to any such licensing require
ment. Any such goods or technology which 
no longer meet the performance levels es
tablished •by the latest such increase shall 
be removed from the list established pur
suant to subsection (b) (1) of this section 
unless, under such exceptions ·and under 
such procedures as the Secretary shall pre
scribe, any other Government agency ob
jects to such removal and the Secretary 
determines, on the basis of such objection,, 
that the goods or technology shall not be 
removed from the list. Consideration shall 
also be given by the Secretary, where appro
priate, to removing site visitation require
ments for goods and technology which are 
removed from the above-mentioned list un
less objections described in this subsection 
are raised. 

(p) ( 1) Notwithstanding any other provi
sion of this Act, no horse may be exported 
by sea from the United! States, its territories 
and possessions, unless such horse is part 
of a consignment of horse with respect to 
which a waiver has been granted under para
graph (2) of this subsection. 

(2) The Secretary of Commerce, in con
sultation with the Secretary of Agriculture, 
may issue rules and regulations providing 
for the granting of waivers permitting the 
export by sea of a specified consignment of 
horses, if the Secretary of Commerce, in con
sultatf.on with •the Secretary of Agriculture, 
dete·rmines that no horse in that consign
ment is being exported for purposes of 
slaughter. 

FOREIGN BOYCOTTS 

SEc. 5. (a) (1) For the purpose of imple
menting the policies set forth in section 
3(5) (A) and (B), the President shall issue 
rules and regulations prohibiting any United 
States person, with respect to his activities 
in the interstate or foreign commerce of the 
United States, from taking or knowingly 
agreeing to take any of the following actions 
with intent to comply with, further, or sup
port any boycott fostered or imposed by a 
foreign country against a country which is 
friendly to the United States and which is 
not itself the object of any form of boycott 
pursuant to United States law or regulation: 

(A) Refusing, or requiring any other per
son to refuse, to do business with or in the 
boycotted country, with any business con
cern organized under the laws of the boy
cotted country, with any national or resident 
of the boycotted country, or with any other 
perwn, pursuant to an agreement with, a 
requirement of, or a request from or on 
behalf of the boycotting country. The mere 
absence of a business relationship with or 
ln the boycotted country with any business 
concern organized under the laws of the 
boycotted country, with any national or 
resident of the boycotted country, or with 

any other person, does not indicate the exist
ence of the intent required to establish a. 
violation of rules and regulations issued to 
carry out this subparagraph. 

(B) Refusing, or requiring any other per
son to refuse, to employ or otherwise dis
criminating against any United States per
son on the basis of race, religion, sex, or 
national origin of that person or of any 
owner, officer, director, or employee of such 
person. 

(C) Furnishing information with respect 
to the race, religion, sex, or national origin 
of any United States person or of any owner, 
officer, director, or employee of such person. 

(D) Furnishing information about 
whether any person has, has had, or pro
poses to have any business relationship (in
cluding a relationship by way of sale, pur
chase, legal or commercial representation, 
shipping or other transport, insurance, in
vestment, or supply) with or in the boycotted 
country, with any business concern organized 
under the laws of the boycotted country, 
with any national or resident of the boy
cotted country, or with any other person 
which is known or believed to be restricted 
from having any business relationship with 
or in the boycotting country. Nothing in 
this paragraph shall prohibit the furnishing 
of normal business information in a com
mercial context as defined by the Secretary 
of Commerce. 

(E) Furnishing information about whether 
any person is a member of, has made con
tributions to, or is otherwise associated 
with or involved in the activities of any 
charitable or fraternal organization which 
supports the boycotted country. 

(F) Paying, honoring, confirming, or 
otherwise implementing a letter of credit 
which contains any condition or requirement 
compliance with which is prohibited by rules 
and regulations issued pursuant to this para
graph, and no United States person shall, as 
a result of the application of this paragraph, 
be obligated to pay or otherwise honor or 
implement such letter of credit. 

(2) Rules and regulations issued pursuant 
to paragraph (1) shall provide exceptions 
for-

( A) complying or agreeing to comply with 
requirements (i) prohibiting the import of 
goods or services from the boycotted country 
or goods produced or services provided by any 
business concern organized under the laws 
of the boycotted country or by nationals or 
residents of the boycotted country, or (ii) 
prohibiting the shipment of goods to the boy
cotting country on a carrier of the boycotted 
country, or by a route other than that pre
scribed by the boycotting country or the re
ci?ient of the shipment; 

(B) complying or agreeing to comply with 
import and shipping document requirements 
with respect to the country of origin, the 
name of the carrier and route of shipment, 
the name of the supplier of the shipment or 
the name of the provider of other services, ex
cept that no information knowingly fur
nished or conveyed in response to such re
quirements may be stated in negative, black
listing, or similar exclusionary terms on or 
after June 22, 1978, other than with respect 
to carriers or route of shipment as may be 
permitted by such rules and regulations in 
order to comply with precautionary require
ments protecting against war risks and con
fiscation; 

(C) complying or agreeing to comply in the 
normal course of business with the unilateral 
and specific selection by a boycotting coun
try or national or resident thereof, of car
riers, insurers, suppliers of services to be per
formed within the boycotting country or spe
cific goods which, in the normal course of 
business, are identifiable by source when im
ported into the boy•cotting country; 

(D) complying or agreeing to comply with 
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export requirements of the boycotting coun
try relating to shipments or transshipments 
of exports to the boycotted country, to any 
business concern of or organized under the 
laws of the boycotted country, or to any na
tional or resident of the boycotted country; 

(E) compliance by an individual or agree
ment by an individual to comply with the 
immigration or passport requirements of any 
country with respect to such individual or 
any member of such individual's family or 
with requests for information regardng re
quirements of employment of such individual 
within the boycotting country; and 

(F) compliance by a United States person 
resident in a foreign country or agreement by 
such person to comply with the laws of that 
country with respect to his activities exclu
sively therein, and such rules and regulations 
may contain exceptions for such resident 
complying with the laws or regulations of 
that foreign country governing imports into 
such country of trademarked, trade named, 
or similarly specifically identifiable products, 
or components of products for his own use, 
including the performance of contractual 
services within that country, as may be de
fined by such rules and regulations. 

(3) Rules and regul.ations i-ssued pursuant 
to paragraphs (2) (C) and (2) (F) shall not 
provide exceptions from paragraphs ( 1) (B) 
and (1) (C). 

(4) Nothing in this subsection may be con
strued to supersede or limit the operation of 
the antitrust or civil rights laws of the 
United States. 

( 5) Rules and regulations pursuant to this 
subsection shall be issued nort later than 
ninet y days after the date of enactment of 
this section and shall be issued in final form 
and become effective not later than one hun
dred and twenty days after they are first 
issued, except that (A) rules and regulations 
prohibiting negative certification may take 
effect nort later than one year after the date 
of enactment of this section, rand (B) a grace 
period shlall be provided for the applicwtion 
of the rules and regulations issued pursuant 
to this subsection to actions taken pursuant 
to a. written contract or other agreement en
tered into on or before May 16, 1977. Such 
grace period shall end on December 31, 1978, 
except ·that the Secretary of Commerce may 
extend the grace period for not to exceed one 
additional year in any case in which the Sec
retary finds that good faith efforts are being 
made to renegotiate the contract or agree
ment in order to eliminate the provisions 
which are inconsistent with the rules and 
regulations issued pursuant to paragraph (1) . 

(6) This Act shall apply to any transac
tion or activity undertaken, by or through a 
United States or other person, with intent 
to evade the provisions of this Act as imple
mented by the rules and regulations issued 
pursuant to this subsection, and such rules 
and regulations shall expressly provide that 
the exceptions set forth in paragraph (2) 
shall not permit activities or agreements (ex
pressed or implit:d by a course of conduct, in
cluding a pattern of responses ) otherwise 
prohibited, which are not within the intent 
of such exceptions. 

(b) (1) In addition to the rules and reg
ulations issued pursuant to subsection (a) 
of this section, rules and regulations issued 
under section 4(a) of this Act shall imple
ment the policies set forth in section 3(5) . 

(2) Such rules and regulations shall re
quire that any United States person receiving 
a. request for the furnishing of information , 
the entering into or implementing of agree
ments, or the taking of any other action re
ferred to in section 3 ( 5) shall report that 
fact to the Secretary of Commerce, together 
with such other information concerning such 
request as the Secretary may require for such 
action as he may deem appropriate for carry
ing out the policies of that section. Such 
person shall also report to the Secretary of 

Commerce whether he intends to comply 
and whether he has complied with such re
quest. Any report filed pursuant to this para
graph after the date of enactment of this 
section shall be made available promptly for 
public inspection and copying, except that 
information regarding the quantity, descrip
tion, and value of any goods or technology 
to which such report relates may be kept con
fidential if the Secretary determines that dis
closure thereof would place the United States 
person involved at a competitive disadvan
tage. The Secretary of Commerce shall peri
odically transmit summaries of the informa
tion contained in such reports to the secre
tary of State for such action as the Secre
tary of State, in consultation with the Secre
tary of Commerce, may deem appropriate for 
carrying out the policies set forth in section 
3 ( 5) of this Act. 

(c) The provisions of this section and the 
rules and regulations issued pursuant there
to shall preempt any law, rule, or regulation 
of any of the several States or the District of 
Columbia, and any of the territories or pos
sessions of the United States, or of any gov
ernmental sudivision thereof, which law, rule, 
or regulation pertains to participation in, 
compliance with, implementation of, or the 
furnishing of information regarding restric
tive trade practices or boycotts fostered or 
imposed by foreign countries against other 
countries. 
PROCEDURES FOR HARDSHIP RELIEF FROM EXPORT 

CONTROLS 

SEc. 6 (a) Any person who, in his domestic 
manufacturing process or other domestic 
business operation, ut111zes a product pro
duced abroad in whole or in part from a 
commodity historically obtained from the 
United States but which has been made sub
ject to export controls, or any person who 
historically has exported such a commodity, 
may transmit a petition of hardship to the 
Secretary of Commerce requesting an exemp
tion from such controls in order to alleviate 
any unique hardship resulting from the im
position of such controls. A petition under 
this section shall be in such form as the Sec
retary of Commerce shall prescribe and shall 
contain information demonstrating the need 
for the relief requested. 

(b) Not later than thirty days after re
ceipt of any petition under subsection (a), 
the Secretary of Commerce shall transmit 
a written decision to the petitioner granting 
or denying the requested relief. Such decision 
shall contain a statement setting forth the 
Secretary's basis for the grant or denial. Any 
exemption granted may be subject to such 
conditions as the Secretary deems appropri
ate. 

(c) F'or purposes of this section, the Sec
retary's decision with respect to the grant 
or denial of relief from unique hardship re
sulting directly or indirectly from the impo
sition of controls shall reflect the Secretary's 
consideration of such factors a~ 

(1) whether denial would cause a unique 
hardship to the petitioner which can be al
leviated only by granting an exception to 
the applicable regulations. In determining 
whether relief shall be granted, the Secretary 
will take into account: 

(A) ownership of material for which there 
is no practicable domestic market by virtue 
of the location or nature of the material; 

(B) potential serious financial loss to the 
applicant if not granted an exception; 

(C) inab111ty to obtain, except through 
import, an item essential for domestic use 
which is produced abroad from the com
modity under control; 

(D) the extent to which denial would con
filet, to the particular detriment of the ap
plicant, with other national policies includ
ing those reflected in any international agree
ment to which the United States is a party; 

{E) possible adverse effects on the econ-

omy (including unemployment) in any local
ity or region of the United States; and 

(F) other relevant factors, including the 
applicant's lack of an exporting history dur
ing any base period that may be established 
with respect to export quotas for the par
ticular commodity; and 

(2) the effect a finding in favor of the 
applicant would have on attainment of the 
basic objectives of the short supply control 
program. 
In all cases, the desire to sell at higher prices 
and thereby obtain greater profits wm not 
be considered as evidence of a unique hard
ship, nor wm circumstances where the hard
ship is due to imprundent acts or failure to 
act on the part of the petitioner. 

PETITIONS FOR MONITORING OR CONTROLS 

SEc. 7. (a) (1) Any entity, including a 
trade association, firm, or certified or rec
ognized union or group of workers, which 
is representative of an industry or a substan
tial segment of an industry which processes 
any mateTial or commodity may transmit a. 
written petition to the secretary of Com
merce requesting the imposition of export 
controls, or the monitoring of exports, or 
both, with respect to such material or com
modity. 

(2) Each petition shall be in such form 
as the Secretary of Commerce shall prescribe 
and shall contain information in support of 
the action requested. 

(b) Within fifteen days of receipt of any 
petition described in suhsection (a), the 
Secretary of Commerce s.."lall cause to be 
published a notice in the Federal Register. 
The notice shall include (1) the name of 
the material or commodity which is the 
subject of the petition, (2) the Schedule B 
number of the material or commodity as set 
forth in the Statistical Classification of Do
mestic and Foreign Commodities Exported 
from ~he United States, (3) whether the peti
tioners is requested that control or monitor
ing, or both, be imposed with respect to the 
exportation of such material or commodity, 
and ( 4) provide that interested persons shall 
have a period of thirty days commencing 
with the date of publication of such notice 
to submit to the Secretary of Commerce 
written data, views, or arguments, with or 
without opportunity for oral presentation. 
At the request of any person, the Secretary 
shall conduct public hearings ·with respect to 
the subject of the petition, in which event 
the thirty-day period shall be extended to 
forty-five days. 

(c) Within thirty days after the end of the 
thirty-day or forty-five-day period described 
in subsection (b), the Secretary of Com
merce shall-

( 1) determine whether to impose monitor
ing or controls or both on the exportation of 
such material or commodity; or 

(2) publish in the Federal Register a de
tailed statement of the reasons for such de
termination. 

(d) Within fifteen days following a de
cision under subsection (c) to impose mon
itoring or controls on the exportation of a 
material or commodity, the Secretary shall 
publish in the Federal Register proposed reg
ulations with respect to such monitoring or 
controls. Within thirty days following the 
publication of such notice, and after consid
ering a'ny public comments, the Secretary 
shall publish and implement final regula
tions. 

(e) The procedures and time limits set 
forth in this section shall take precedence 
over any review undertaken at the initiative 
of the Secretary. 

(f) The Secretary shall have the authority 
to impose monitoring or controls on a tempo
rary basis during the period following the 
filing of a petition under subsection (a) (1) 
and his determination under subsection (c) 
if he deems such action to be necessary to 
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effectuate ,the policy set forth in section 3(2) 
(C) of this Act. 

(g) The authority under this section shall 
not be construed to affect the authority of 
the Secretary of Commerce under any other 
provision of this Act. 

CONSULTATION AND STANDARDS 

SEc. 8. (a) In determining what shall be 
controlled or monitored under this Act, and 
in determining the extent to which exports 
shall be limited, any department, agency, or 
official making these determinations shall 
seek information and advice from the several 
executive departments and independent 
agencies concerned with aspects of our do
mestic and foreign policies and operations 
having an important bearing on exports. 
Such departments and agencies shall fully 
cooperate in rendering such advice and in
formation. Consistent with considerations of 
national security, the President shall seek 
information and advice from various <Jeg
ments of private industry in connection with 
the ma~cing of these determinations. In ad
dition, the Secretary of Commerce shall con
sult with the Secretary of Energy to deter
mine whether, in order to effectuate the 
policy stated in section 3 (2) (C) of this Act, 
monitoring or controls are necessary with 
respect to exports of facilities, machinery, or 
equipment normally and principally used, or 
intended to be used, in the production, con
version, or transportation of fuels and energy 
(except nuclear energy) , including but not 
limited to, drilling rigs , platforms, and equip
ment; petroleum refineries, natural gas proc
essing, liquefaction, and gasification plants; 
facilities for production of synthetic natural 
gas or synthetic crude oil; oil and gas pipe
lines, pumping stations, and associated 
equipment; and vessels for transporting oil, 
gas, coal, and other fuels. 

(b) (1) In authorizing exports, full utiliza
tion of private competitive trade channel'> 
shall be encouraged insofar as practicable, 
giving consideration to the interests of small 
business, merchant exporters as well as pro
ducers, and established and new exporters, 
and provision shall be made for representa
tive trade consultation to that end. In addi
tion, there may be applied such other stand
ards or criteria as may be deemed necessary 
by the head of such department, or agency, 
or official to carry out the policies of this Act. 

(2) Upon imposing quantitative restric
tions on exports of any goods to carry out the 
policy stated in section 3(2) (C) of this Act, 
the Secretary of Commerce shall include in 
the notice published in the Federal Re;;ister 
an invitation to all interested parties to sub
mit written comments within fifteen days 
from the date of publication of the impact of 
such restrictions and the method of licens
ing used to implement them. 

(c) (1) Upon written request by repre
sentatives of a substantial segment of any 
indu&try which produces goods or technology 
wh'ich are subject to export controls or are 
being considered for such controls because of · 
their significance to the national security of 
the United States, or whenever he deems 
appropriate to further the purposes of this 
Act, the Secretary of Commerce shall appoint 
a technical advisory committee for any 
grouping of such goods or technology which 
he determines is difficult to evaluate because 
of questions concerning technical matters, 
worldwide availability and actual utilization 
of production and technology, or licensing 
procedures. Each such committee shall con
sist of representatives of United States in
dustry and government, including the De
partments of Commerce, Defense, and State, 
and, when appropriate, other Government 
departments and agencies. No person serving 
on any such committee who is representative 
of industry shall serve on such committee for 
more than four consecutive years. 

(2) It shall be the duty and function of 

the technical advisory committees established 
under paragraph ( 1) to advise and assist the 
Secretary of Commerce and any other depart
ment, agency, or official of the Government 
of the United States to which the President 
has delegated power, authQl'ity, and discre
tion under section 4(e) with respect to ac
tions designed to carry out the policy set 
forth in section 3 of this Act. Such commit
tees, where they have expertise in such mat
ters, shall be consulted with respect toques
tions involving (A) technical matters, (B) 
worldwide availability and actual ut111zation 
of production technology, (C) licensing pro
cedures which affect the level of export con
trols applicable to any goods or technology, 
and (D) exports subject to multilateral con
trols in which the United States participates 
including proposed revisions of any such 
multilateral controls. Nothing in this sub
section shall prevent the Secretary from con
sulting, at any time, with any person repre
senting industry or the general public 
regardless of whether such person is a mem
ber of a technical advisory committee. Mem
bers of the public shall be given a reasonable 
opportunity, pursuant to regulations pre
scribed by the Secretary of Commerce, to 
present evidence to such committees. 

( 3) Upon request of any member of any 
suoh committee, the Secretary may, if he 
determines it appropriate, reimburse such 
member for travel, subsistence, and other 
necessary expenses incurred by him in con
nection with his duties as a member. 

( 4) Each such committee shall elect a 
chairman, and shall meet at least every three 
months at the call of the Chairman, unless 
the Chairman determines, in consultation 
with the other members of the committee, 
that such a meeting is not necessary to 
achieve the purposes of this Act. Each. such 
committee shall be terminated after a pe
riod of two years, unless extended by the 
Secretary for additional periods of two years. 
The Secretary shall consult each such com
mittee with regard to such termination or 
extension of that committee. 

( 5) To facilitate the work of the technical 
advisory committees, the Secretary of Com
merce, in conjunction with other depart
ments and agencies participating in the ad
ministration of this Act, shall disclose to 
each such committee adequate information, 
consistent with national security and for
eign policy, pertaining to the reasons for the 
export controls which are in effect or con
templated for the grouping of goods or tech
nology with respect to which that committee 
furnishes advice. 

(6) Whenever a technical edvisory com
mittee certifies to the Secretary of Com
merce that goods or technology are avail
able in fact from sources outside the United 
States in sufficient quantity and of compa
rable quality so as to render United States 
export controls ineffective in achieving the 
purposes of this Act, and provides adequate 
documentation for such certification, the 
Secretary of Commerce shall investigate, and 
report to the technical advisory committee 
on whether the Secretary concurs with the 
certification. If the Secretary concurs, the 
Secretary shall submit a recommendation to 
the President who shall act in accordance 
with section 4(a) (2) (E) of this Act. 

VIOLATIONS 

SEc. 9. (a) Except as provided in subsec
tion (b) of this section, whoever knowingly 
violates any provision of this Act or any 
regulation, order, or license issued there
under shall be fined not more than five times 
the value of the exports involved or $·50,000, 
whichever is greeter, or imprisoned not more 
than five years, or both. 

(b) Whoever willfully exports anything 
contrary to any provision of this Act or any 
regulation, order, or license issued there
under, with knowledge that such e~ports 
will be used for the benefit of any country 

to which exports are restricted for national 
security or foreign policy purposes, shall be 
fined not more than five times the value of 
the exports involved or $100,000, whichever 
is greater, or imprisoned not more than ten 
years, or both. 

(c) ( 1) The head of any department or 
agency exercising any functions under this 
Act, or any officer or employee of such de
partment or agency specifically designated 
by the head thereof, may impose a civil 
penalty not to exceed $10,000 for each viola
tion of this Act or any regulation, order, or 
license issued under this Act, either in addi
tion to or in lieu of any other 11ab111ty or 
penalty which may be imposed. 

(2) (A) The authority under this Act to 
suspend or revoke the authority of any 
United States person to export goods or tech
nology maY' be used with respect to any vio
lation of the rules and regulations issued 
pursuant to section 5(a) of this Act. 

(B) Any admininstrative sanction (in
cluding any civil penalty or any suspension 
or revocation of authority to export) im
posed under this Act for a violation of the 
rules and regulations issued pursuant to 
section 5 (a) of this Act may be imposed only 
after notice and opportunity !or an agency 
hearing on the record in accordance with 
sections 554 through 557 of title 5, United 
States Code. 

(C) Any charging letter or other document 
initiating administrative proceedings !or the 
imposition of sanctions for violations o! the 
rules and regulations issued pursuant to sec
tion 5(a) of this Act shall be made avail
able for public inspection and copying. 

(d) The payment of any penalty imposed 
pursuant to subsection (c) may be made a 
condition, for a period not exceeding one 
year after the imposition of such penalty, 
to the granting, restoration, or continuing 
validity of any export license, permission, or 
privilege granted or to be granted to the 
person upon whom such penalty is imposed. 
In addition, the payment of any penalty im
posed under subsection (c) may be deferred 
or suspended in whole or in part for a period 
of time no longer than any probation period 
(which may exceed one year) that may be 
imposed upon such person. Such a deferral 
or suspension shall not operate as a bar to 
the collection of the penalty in the event 
that. the conditions of the suspension, de
ferral, or probation are not fulfilled. 

(e) Any amount paid in satisfaction of any 
penalty imposed pursuant to subsection (c) 
shall be covered into the Treasury as a mis
cellaneous receipt. The head o! the depart
ment or agency concerned may, in his dis
cretion, refund any such penalty, within two 
years after payment, on the ground of a ma
terial error of fact or law in the imposition. 
Notwithstanding section 1346(a) of title 28, 
United States Code, no action for the refund 
of any such penalty may be maintained in 
any court. 

(f) In the event of the failure o! any per
son to pay a penalty imposed pursuant to 
subsection (c), a civil action for the recovery 
thereof may, in the discretion of the head of 
the department or agency concerned, be 
brought in the name of the United States. 
In any such aotion, the court shall determine 
de novo all issues necessary to the establish
ment o! liability. Except as provided in this 
subsection and in subsection (d), no such 11-
ability shall be asserted, claimed, or recov
ered upon by the United States in any way 
unless it has previously been reduced to 
judgment. 

(g) Nothing in subsection (c), (d), or (f) 
limits-

( 1) the availability o! other administrative 
or judicial remedies with respect to viola
tions of this Act, or any regulation, order, or 
license issued under this Act; 

(2) the authority to compromise and settle 
administrative proceedings brought with re-
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spect to violations of this Act, or any regula
tion, order, or license issued under this Act; 
or 

(3) the authority to compromise, remit or 
mitigate seizures and forfeitures pursuant to 
section 1(b) of title VI of the Act of June 15, 
1917 (22 u.s.c. 401(b)). 

ENFORCEMENT 

SEc. 10. (a) To the extent necessary or 
appropriate to the enforcement of this Act 
or to the imposition of any penalty, for
teiture, or liability arising under the Export 
control Act of 1949, the head of any de
partment or agency exercising any function 
thereunder (and officers or employees of such 
department or agency specifically designated 
by the head thereof) may make such in
vestigations and obtain such information 
from, require such reports or the keeping of 
such records by, make such inspection of the 
books, records, and other writings, premises, 
or property of, and take the sworn testimony 
of, any person. In addition, such officers or 
employees may administer oaths or affirma
tions, and may by subpena require any person 
to appear and testify or to appear and pro
duce books, records, and other writings, or 
both, and in the case of contumacy by, or 
refusal to obey a subpena issued to, any such 
person, the district court of the United States 
for any district in which such person is found 
or resides or transacts business, upon appli
cation, and after notice to any such person 
and hearing, shall have jurisdiction to issue 
an order requiring such person to appear 
and give testimony or to appear and produce 
books, records, and other writings, or both, 
and any failure to obey such order of the 
court may be punished by such court as a 
contempt thereof. 

(b)No person shall be excused from com
plying with any requirements under this 
se:::tion because of his privilege against self
incrimination, but the immunity provisions 
of the Compulsory Testimony Act of Febru
ary 11, 1893 (27 Stat. 443; 49 U.S.C. 46) shall 
apply with respect to any individual who 
specifically claims such privilege. 

(c) Except as otherwise provided by the 
third sentence of section 5(b) (2) and by sec
tion 9(c) (2) (C) of this Act, information ob
tained under this Act, which is deemed con
fidential or with reference to which a 
request for confidential treatment is made 
by the person furnishing such information, 
shall be exempt from disclosure under sec
tion 552(b) (3) (B) of title 5, United States 
Code, and such information shall not be pub
lished or disclosed unless the Secretary of 
Commerce determines that the withholding 
thereof is contrary to the national interest. 
Nothing in this Act shall be construed as 
authorizing the withholding of information 
from Congress, and all information obtained 
at any time under this Act or previous Acts 
regarding the control of exports, including 
any report or license application required 
under section 4 (b), shall be made available 
upon request to any committee or subcom
mittee of Congress of appropriate jurisdic
tion. No such committee or subcommittee 
shall disclose any information obtained un
der this Act or previous Acts regarding the 
control of exports which is submitted on a 
confidential basis unless the full committee 
determines that the withholding thereof is 
contrary to the national interest. 

(d) In the administration of this Act, re
porting requirements shall be so designed as 
to reduce the cost of reporting, recordkeep
ing, and export documentation required 
under this Act to the extent feasible consis
tent with effective enforcement and compil
ation of useful trade statistics. Reporting, 
recordkeeping, and export documentation re
quirements shall be periodically reviewed and 
revised in the light of developments in the 
field of information technology. 

EXEMPTION FROM CERTAIN PROVISIONS RELATING 

TO ADMINISTRATIVE PROCEDURE AND JUDICIAL 

REVIEW 

SEc. 11. (a) Except as provided in section 
9 (c) ( 2) , the functions exercised under this 
Act are excluded from the operation of sec
tions 551, 553 through 559, and 701 through 
706 of title 5, United States Code. 

(b) It is the intent of Congress that, to 
the extent practicable, all regulations impos
ing controls on exports under this Act be is
sued in proposed form with meaningful op
portunity for public comment before taking 
effect. In cases where a regulation imposing 
controls under this Act is issued with im
mediate effect, it is the intent of Congress 
that meaningful opportunity for public com
ment also be provided and that the regulation 
be reissued in final form after public com
ments have been fully considered. The Sec
retary shall include in the annual report re
quired by this Act a detailed accounting of 
the issuance of regulations under the author
ity of this Act, including an explanation of 
each case in which regulations were not is
sued in accordance with the first sentence 
of this subsection. 

ANNUAL REPORT 

SEc. 12. (a) The Secretary of Commerce 
shall make an annual report to the President 
and to the Congress on the implementation 
of this Act. 

(b) Each annual report shall include an 
accounting of-

( 1) actions taken by the President and the 
Secretary of Commerce to effect the anti
boycott polices set forth in section 3 ( 5) of 
this Act; 

( 2) orga.nizational and proceduraJ. changes 
instituted and any reviews undertaken in 
furtherance of the policies set forth in this 
Act· 

(a) efforts to keep the business seCitor of 
the Nation informed about policies and pro
cedures adopted under this Act; 

( 4) any changes in the exercise of the 
authorities of section 4(a) of this Act; 

(5) the results of review of United States 
pol•icy toward inddvidual countries called for 
in section 4(a) (2) (A); 

(6) the results, in as much detail as may 
be included consisterut with the national 
security and the need to maintain the con
fidentiality of proprietary information, of 
the actions, including reviews and revisions 
of eJCpOrt controls maintained for nastional 
security purposes, required by section 4(a) 
(2) (B); 

(7) actions taken pursuant to section 
4(b) (1), including changes made in control 
lists and assessments of foreign availability; 

(8) evidence demonstr81ting a need to im
pose export controls for national security or 
foreign policy purposes in the face of foreign 
availab111ty as set forth in section 4(a) (2) 
(E); 

(9) the information contained in the re
ports required by section 4(e) (2) of this 
Act, together with an analysis O!f-

(A) the impact on the economy and world 
trade of shortages or increased prices for 
commodities subject to monitoring under 
this Act or section 812 of the Agricultural 
Act of 1970; 

(B) the worldwide supply of such com
modities: and 

(C) actions being taken by other nations 
in response to such shortages or increased 
prices; 

(10) delegations of authority by the Presi
dent as provided for under section 4 (k) of 
this Act; 

(11) the progress of negotiations under 
section 4(n) of this Act: 

(12) the number and disposition of export 
license applications taking more than 90 
days to process pursuant to section 4(d) of 
this Act; 

( 13) consultations undertaken with tech
nical advisory committees pursuant to sec
tion 8(c) of this Act, the use made of advice 
given, and the contribution such committees 
made in carrying out the policies of this Act; 

( 14) violations of the provisions of this 
Act and penalties imposed pursuant to this 
Act; and 

( 15) any revisions to reporting require
ments prescribed in section 10 (d). 

(c) The heads of other involved depart
ments and agencies shall fully cooperate with 
the Secretary of Commerce in providing all 
information required by the Secretary of 
Commerce to complete the annual reports. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEc. 13. As used in this Act-
(1) the term "person" includes the singu

lar and the plural and any individual, part
nership, corporation, or other form of asso
ciation, including any government or agency 
thereof; 

(2) the term "United States person" means 
any United States resident or national (other 
than an individual resident outside the 
United States and employed by other than a 
United States person), any domestic concern 
(including any permanent domestic estab
lishment of any foreign concern) and any 
foreign subsidiary or affiliate (including any 
permanent foreign establishment) of any do
mestic concern which is con trolled in fact by 
such domestic concern, as determined under 
regulations of the President; 

(3) the term "goods" means any article, 
material, supply or manufactured product, 
including inspection and test equipment, 
and excluding technical data; and 

(4) the term "technology" means the in
formation and know-how that can be used 
to design, produce, manufacture, utilize, or 
reconstruct goods, including computer soft
ware and technical data, but not the goods 
themselves. 

EFFECTS ON OTHER ACTS 

SEc. 14. (a) The Act of February 15, 1936 
(49 Stat. 1140), relating to the licensing of 
exports of tinplate scrap, is hereby super
seded; but nothing contained in this Act 
shall be construed to modify, repeal, super
sede, or otherwise affect the provisions of any 
other laws authorizing control over exports 
of any commodity. 

(b) The authority granted to the President 
under this Act shall be exercised in such 
manner as to achieve effective coordination 
with the authority exercised under section 
38 of the Arms Export Control Act (22 U.S.C. 
2778). 

(c) On October 1, 1979, the Mutual De
fense Assistance Control Act of 1951, as 
amended (22 U.S.C. 1611-1613d), is super
seded. 

AUTHORIZATION OF APPROPRIATIONS 

SEc. 15. (a) Notwithstanding any other 
provision of law, no appropriation shall be 
made under any law to the Department of 
Commerce for expenses to carry out the pur
poses of this Act for any fiscal year com
mencing on or after October 1, 1980, unless 
previously and specifically authorized by leg
islation. 

(b) There are authorized to be appropri
ated to the Department of Commerce $8,-
000,000 (and such additional amounts as 
may be necessary for increases in salary, pay, 
retirement, other employee benefits author
ized by law, and other nondiscretionary 
costs) for fiscal year 1980 to carry out the 
purposes of this Act, of which $1,250,000 
shall be available only for purposes of es
tablishing and maintaining the capability 
to make foreign availability assessments 
called for by section 4(b) (1). 

EFFECTIVE DATE 

SEc. 16. (a) This Act takes effect upon 
the expiration of the Export Administration 
Act of 1969. 
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(b) All outstanding delegations, rules, 

regulations, orders, licenses, or other forms 
of administrative action under the Export 
Control Act of 1949 or section 6 of the Act 
of July 2, 1940 (54 Stat. 714), or the Export 
Administration Act of 1969 shall, until 
amended or revoked, remain in full force 
and effect, the same as if promulgated under 
this Act. 

TERMINATION DATE 

SEc. 17. The authority granted by this Act 
terminates on September 30, 1983, or upon 
any prior date which the President by procla
mation may designate. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Under 

the previous order, S. 737 will be set 
aside, and the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of H.R. 4387, which will 
be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A bill (H.R. 4387) making appropriations 
for Agriculture, Rural Development, and Re
lated Agencies programs for the fiscal year 
ending September 30, 1980, and for other 
purposes. 

The Senate proceeded to consider the 
bill, which had been reported from the 
Committee on Appropriations with an 
amendment in the nature of a substi
tute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Andrew Jacobs, 
of the Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee staff, be granted the privi
lege of the floor during the considera
tion of H.R. 4387. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, after 
I deliver my opening statement, I will 
yield to the Senator from Oklahoma CMr. 
BELLMON). I must then leave the floor 
temporarily to introduce a witness at 
a confirmation hearing, and I will be 
absent during Senator BELLMON's state
ment. 

Mr. President, the 1980 agriculture ap
propriations bill includes $16,840,597,000 
in budget authority, plus $1,831,086,000 
in section 32 transfers and $84,726,000 
in other transfers, for total obligational 
authority of $18,756,409,000. 

In gross terms, the bill is $1,482,937,-
000 less than the President's request in 
budget authority, and $1,278,208,000 less 
than the total obligational authority re
quested in the budget, but these figures 
mask the real totals because of the food 
stamp authorization ceiling which has 
resulted in an unrealistically low food 
stamp figure in the bill. As I explained 
earlier, this could require some $2.4 bil
lion more than is included in the bill. 

Making adjustments for food stamps, 
section 32 receipts which were higher 
than estimated in the President's 
budget, and the home ownership assist
ance program, which is unusual in that 
it is a 33-year housing program, the bill 
before the Senate, according to the cal
culations of the committee staff, is ac
tually $189 million more than the Presi-

dent's budget in new budget authority. 
This is shown on table I attached. 

Mr. President, review of this bill has 
been a difficult task this year, given the 
competing pressures of fiscal tightness in 
overall budget and the many requests 
from both outside groups and Members 
of the Congress as well. Outside witnesses 
appearing before the committee re
quested total add-ons to the budget of 
$2.9 billion in budget authority. Senators 
appearing before the committee or com
municating their views to us, requested 
add-ons to the budget of about $700 mil
lion. We have tried to fashion a reason
able bill that adds in the items that are 
of most merit, but keeps these add-ons 
to a minimum. 

The committee report contains a sec
tion on pages 7 and 8 that summarizes 
major changes to the House bill, and I 
ask unanimous consent that it be printed 
in the RECORD at the conclusion of my 
remarks. 

Now, I would like to summarize what 
is in the bill by title. 

Title I, agricultural programs, includes: 
The sum of $859,515,000 for the Science 

and Education Administration, including 
$370,679,000 for agricultural research in
house, $198,484,000 for cooperative re
search, and $274,767,000 for extension. 
The grand total for all SEA programs is 
$59.8 million above the budget and $16.9 
million above the House allowance. In
cluded here are many restorations of 
items cut in the budget, and funding for 
the competitive grants progam as well as 
formula grant programs. 

The sum of $248,241,000 for the Animal 
and Plant Health Inspection Service, a 
figure which is $27,265,000 above the 
budget and $10,658,000 above the House 
figure. Included here are funds for plant 
and animal disease and pest control, in
cluding a significant increase to fund a 
10-year brucellosis eradication program. 

The sum of $278,430,000 for activities 
of the Food Safety and Quality Service·. 
This principally involves meat, poultry 
and egg inspection, as well as voluntary 
grading activities. 

The sum of $334,935,000 including both 
appropriations and transfers, for salaries 
and expenses of the Agricultural Sta
bilization and Conservation Service, 
principally to run the farm price support 
programs. 

The sum of $3,056,189,000 for reim
bursements for net realized losses of the 
Commodity Credit Corporation for prior 
year price support and loan programs. 

In title II, rural development pro
grams, the bill provides $5 billion for 
loans and programs of the rural housing 
insurance fund. This includes various 
low, moderate and above-moderate in
come programs, as well as the new home 
ownership assist-:tnce program CHOAP) . 

This title also provides $2.7 billion for 
loans and programs of the agricultural 
credit insurance fund, including $870 
million in authorizations for farm own
ership and $875 million for farm operat
ing loans. 

For the rural development insurance 
fund , the bill includes a total authoriza
tion of $2.1 billion. This fund finances 
water and sewer facility loans, as well as 

business and industrial loans, which are 
authorized at the $1.1 billion level. 

Grants for various rural development 
programs are also included in this title, 
totaling $377.7 million, and involving 
$300 million for water and waste dis
posal, section 111 rural development 
planning, business and industrial and 
other programs. 

Salaries and expenses of the Farmers 
Home Administration total $228,278,000 
in the bill. Also funded in this title are 
salaries and expenses for the Rural Elec
trification Administration for $26,045,-
000, along with loan authorizations of 
$850 million for electric loans and $250 
million for telephone loans. 

For the Soil Conservation Service, a 
total of $564,134,000 is included. This in
volves over $254 million for conservation 
operations and technical assistance, 
$162.5 million for watershed and flood 
prevention operations under Public Laws 
566 and 534, $32 million to begin a 3-
year closeout of the resource conserva
tion and development program, and $75 
million for a new rural clean water 
program. 

The bill also includes $225 million for 
conservation programs of the ASCS, in
cluding $190 million for the agricultural 
conservation program. 

For title III, domestic programs, the 
bill includes $8,528,987,000, funding all 
of the child nutrition programs, the 
special milk program, the special supple
mental feeding programs, food stamps, 
food donations as well as the necessary 
foud program administration of the Food 
and Nutrition Service. 

For· title IV, international programs, 
the bill includes $56,807,000 for the For
eign Agricultural Service for agricultural 
attaches and market development activi
ties, plus authority for the various titles 
of food for peace, Public Law 480. Here, 
the committee recommends funding the 
budget request, using available unobli
gated balances. 

Title V of the bill includes $353,534,000 
to finance activities of the Food and Drug 
Administration and the Commodity Fu
tures Trading Commission. Included in 
this title is $27 million to fund an ur
gently needed new laboratory building 
for the Food and Drug Administration. 

Title VI includes various general pro
visions, most of which have previously 
appeared in agriculture appropriations 
acts. A new provision would mandate 
that whenever personnel ceilings result 
in savings of salaries and expense fund
ing, these savings revert to the Treasury 
without rescission, instead of becoming 
available for expenditure for nonperson
nel costs. 

There is one final matter concerning 
budgetary scorekeeping. Page 3 of the 
committee report on the bill includes a 
budgetary impact table that was pre
pared by CBO. This table is somewhat 
misleading, in that all amounts counted 
against the Agriculture Subcommittee's 
allocations are not shown thereon. I 
have included a table at the conclusion 
of my remarks, showing that the bill as 
reported is $1,633,000,000 under the sub
committee allocation for budget author
ity and $1,631,000,000 under the subcom
mittee allocation for outlays. Of course, 
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neither amount takes into account any 
future supplementals required, including 
food stamps which I discussed earlier. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that pertinent material be printed 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the mate
rial was ordered to be printed in the REc
ORD, as follows: 
HIGHLIGHTS OF MAJOR CHANGES RECOMMEND

ED TO HOUSE BILL 

Highlights of major recommendations and 
changes to the House blll are: 

Science and Education Administration 
(Agricultural Research) .-The Committee 
concurs in the House action to retain in
house laboratory funding at the 1979 level, 
except for nonrecurring and completed proj
ects. Other small adjustments have been 
made in numerous programs. 

Science and Educetion Administration 
(Cooperative Research) .-The Committee 
recommends an appropriation of $119,566,-
000 for Hatch Act grants, $4,500,000 more 
than the House allowance. 

The Committee recommends funding a 
competitive grants program of $25,000,000, 
$5,000,000 below the budget request, but has 
also recommended deleting $20,000,000 of 
House-added special grants. Also included in 
the bill is $10,000,000 for formula grants for 
animal health and disease research. 

Science and Education Administration 
(Extension) .-The Committee added $5,000,-
000 to fully fund retirement costs as well as 
$9,500,000 for grants under the Smith-Lever 
Act, but deleted House-proposed increases· 
for rural development, far,m safety, urban 
gardening, and the expanded food and nutri
tion education program. 

The Committee has included $3,000,000 in 
the blll for funding of the Bankhead-Janes 
Act (higher education) and stipulated in the 
bill that these funds are for agricultural 
education only. 

Animal and Plant Health Inspection Serv
ice.-The Committee increased the House bill 
by $15,000,000 to place the Brucellosis eradi
cation program on a. 10-year schedule, and 
also added funds for noxious weeds, range 
caterpillar, diagnostic assistance, multifilora 
rose, and mediterranean fruit fiy. House in
creases above the budget for the following 
programs were deleted or reduced: imported 
fire ant, Japanese beetle, tri-fiy in Hawa.il, 
West Indian sugarcane root borer, cattle ticks 
poultry diseases, scabies, screwworm, and 
tuberculosis. 

Agricultural Sta.b111zation and Conserva
tion Service.-Reduces funds for county of
fice stafllng by $8,000,000 because of likely 
workload decreases resulting from better 
commodity prices and reduced loan activity. 

Farmers Home Administration.-Generally 
concurs in House actions on Farmers Home 
programs, but does provide a 3,000 unit, $202,-
000,000 Home Ownership Assistance Program 
on a targeted, pilot basis. The House blll in
cluded no funding. Insured subsidized low
income housing loans as well as rental loans 
have been restored to the budget level. 

Conservation.-Deletes $6,000,000 of the 
House allowance for new watershed planning 
starts because of large backlog, and -Incre
mentally funds 25 new Public Law 566 water
sheds. Provides $32,000,000 for Resource Con
servation and Development, the same as the 
House bill, but eliminates new area author
izations. 

Rural clean water program.-Provides $75,-
000,000 to initiate a. new agricultural con
servation cost-sharing program to address 
non-point sources of water pollution as re
quested by the administration. The House 
blll did not fund this program. 

Agricultural conservation progra.m.-Pro
vides $190,000,000 for the agricultural con-

serva.tion program, the same as the House 
bill. 

Feeding progra.xns.-Deletes $8,000,000 of 
the House allowance for equipment assist
ance, and also reforms summer feeding, thus 
saving $47,000,000. Concurs in House bill and 
budget request for food donations and makes 
a nominal reduction for the food stamp pro
gram as discussed above. Funds the special 
supplemental feeding program (WIC) at 
$750,000,000 using a.va.ila.ble prior year un
obligated balances plus new appropriations. 

Public Law 480.-Provirles $281,000,000 for 
.titles I and III programs as requested in the 
budget, but finances part of the program 
with 11nobliga.ted prior year balances. 

Food and Drug Administration.-Deletes 
$10,500,000 from salaries and expenses, but 
adds $27,000,000 for first phase of new labo
ratory construction. 

TABLE 1.-H.R. 4387, 1980 AGRICULTURE APPROPRIATIONS 

[In millions of dollars! 

Total new budget authority __ 
Homeownership assistance 

program . _______ •• _______ 
Sec. 32 transfers ..• _______ •• 
Food stamps __ __________ ___ 

Revised, President's 
budget.. ____ ___ ___ 

Comparison with President's 
budget. __ ---------- -- __ • 

1 Accepted. 

Presi
dent's 

request 

18,324 

-1, 015 
-120 

-6,927 

10, 262 

Senate 
bill as 

House reported 

16,701 16,841 

0 -202 
(1) (1) 

-6,189 -6,188 

10,512 10,451 

+250 +189 

TABLE I I.-BUDGETARY IMPACT OF H.R. 4387 

[In millions of dollars! 

Comparison of amounts in 
bill as reported with the 
committee allocation to 
the Agriculture Subcom
mittee of amounts in the 
First Concurrent Resolu-

Budget authority Outlays 
-----

Com- Com-
mit- mit-

tee al- tee al-
loca- Amount loca- Amount 
tion in bill lion in bill 

tion for 1980 ___ _________ 20,500 16,841 16,700 12,961 
Permanent appropriations _________ 2, 026 ________ 298 
Outlays from prior year 

budget authoritY ----- ----- ----------------------- 1, 701 
Outlays from H.R. 4289, 

fiscal year 1979 supple
mental (conference 
agreement). __ • ____ .____________________________ 109 

Total of above _________ 20, 500 18,867 16,700 15,069 
Amount under allocation ____________ 1, 633 -------- 1, 631 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
pleased at this time to yield to my dis
tinguished colleague, Senator BELLMON. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, before 
he leaves, I wish to compliment the dis
tinguished chairman of the subcommit
tee for the excellent job he has done in 
perfecting and managing what is really a 
very complicated and highly important 
bill. He has done a remarkable job under 
some difficult circumstances in screening 
and setting priorities, and I compliment 
him and his staff for the fine work they 
have done here. 

Mr. President, the bill we have before 
the Senate, H.R. 4387, making appropri
ations for agriculture, rural develop
ment and related agencies for fiscal year 
1980, is a broad ranging measure. In it 

are funds to assure a more adequate diet 
for Americans through the food stamp 
and child nutrition programs, and pro
grams to safeguard the quality and 
safety of our food supply through the 
Food 'and Drug Administration and the 
Food Safety and Quality Service. 

The Public Law 480 program, funded 
in this bill, aids in meeting food and de
velopment problems around the world 
and in the export of agricultural com
modities to countries that otherwise 
could not afford to obtain needed food. 

This bill also funds programs to as: 
sure the enhancement and protection of 
our soil and water resources and to pro
tect our Nation's agricultural producers 
from pests and diseases. Research pro
grams are necessary to improve the pro
ductivity of American agriculture, to 
combat inflation, and provide for a 
higher standard of living for all our peo
ple. These are also included in this bill. 

This measure also assists in the devel
opment of rural America so that more of 
our citizens will have an opportunity to 
obtain adequate incomes, decent housing 
and public services, and will thereby be 
able to continue to live in rural areas if 
that is their preference. 

Mr. President, it is largely due to -the 
leadership, as I have said and hard work 
of the distinguished Senator from Mis
souri that this bill reflects and addresses 
these needs as well as it does. As chair
man of the Appropriations Subcommittee 
on Agriculture, Rural Development and 
Related Agencies, Senator EAGLETON did 
an outstanding job in exploring the is
sues in the bill and dedicated himself to 
the difficult task of determining priorities 
in the context of controlling Federal ex
penditures. 

The bill, as reported, and as our sub
committee chairman has said, provides 
$16,840,597,000. This is $139,782,000 more 
than the House allowance but $1,482,-
937,000 less than the administration's 
request. But to back up what the chair
man said, I note, however, that $739 
million of the apparent $1.5 billion re
duction from the President's budget re
quest relates to the fact that the fiscal 
year 1980 authorization ceiling for the 
food stamp program has not yet been 
lifted as it inevitably will be and the 
other · $800 million is due to the failure 
of the committee to fully fund a new and 
presently unfunded program initiative, 
the homeownership assistance program, 
otherwise known as HOAP. I am deeply 
disturbed by the decision of the commit
tee to provide $200 million for initial 
HOAP funding and I continue to be 
alarmed at the spiraling cost of food 
stamps. 

I am concernned tha.Jt, despite our 
continuing attempts to hold down Fed
er-al expenditures, we are far too ready 
to fund new and untested programs like 
HOAP at a time when the costs of exist
ing Federal programs like food stlamps 
are increasing rapidly and threaten the 
budgetary targets contained in the first 
concurrent budget resolution and also 
our efforts to balance our Federal budg
et. I intend to offer two amendments to 
this bill oo reduce appropriations for 
HOAP and the special milk program. 
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I hope these amendments will be ap
proved and I hope we will resist efforts 
to add any additional amounts to this 
bill. 

As I have noted earlier the bill, as rec
ommended by the .AJppropriations Com
mittee, attempts to address the highest 
priority needs within its jurisdiction. 
The distingui,shed Senator from Mis
souri has already outlined the major ac
tions of the committee and I wish to 
talk on only a few items of spe
cial concern. 

The committee has recommended an 
increase of $46 million over the budg
et request for agricultural research. I 
point out thia is $46 million additional 
over the President's request for agricul
tural research. While this may .appear to 
some to ibe a generous increase, it is less 
than 10 percent, which is less than the 
rate of inflation, over the amount pro
vided in fiscal year 1979. 

So, Mr. President, in real terms we 
are not increasing funds for agricul
tural research; we are merely trying to 
hold it at the same level. 

American agricultural exports will 
contribute an estimated $30 billion to 
our Nation's balance of trade in fiscal 
year 1979, and that is a conservative 
figure. It represents one of the few sec
tors of our economy which i'S holding its 
own in an increasingly competitive 
world mrurket. 

These exports thus generate urgently 
needed foreign exchange to pay for pe
troleum and other products our country 
must import. Only by investing wisely 
in agricultural research will continued 
agricultural progress and leadershiip be 
possible for future years. 

To keep these markets for our agricul
tural commodities, we must help pro
vide our producers with the technology 
needed to maintain and improve their 
operations, reduce energy consumption 
and meet environmental concerns. The 
bill restores many of the reductions pro
posed by the President in vital agricul
tural research programs which have con
tributed so much toward making Amer
ican agriculture the world leader in pro
ductivity. 

Another issue that I would like to 
briefly comment on is soil and water con
servation. It has often been said that 
farmers were our Nation's earliest and 
still are its most important conserva
tionists. This is true because farmers 
know from firsthand knowledge that the 
long-term productivity of their land is 
directly dependent on how these natural 
resources are protected and enhanced. 

Economic stress and conservation ef
forts that are only marginally related to 
agricultural production have expanded 
the role of the Federal Government in 
this area. Through cost-sharing pro
grams, such as the Great Plains conser
vation program and the agricultural 
conservation program, farmers have been 
encouraged to adopt conservation prac
tices to reduce soil and water runoff. Two 
years ago, Congress enacted the rural 
clean water program-a cost-sharing 
program to address nonpoint sources of 
water pollution. This year, the adminis
tration proposed that funds be appropri
ated to implement this program, but also 

recommended that the Great Plains pro
gram and ACP be consolidated and re
duced. 

The House rejected this proposal and 
simply restored the two programs. The 
committee agrees with the House action 
that these two programs are of contin
uing value and should be maintained. 
However, the committee also concurs 
with the administration that the rural 
clean water program should be funded 
and this bill contains a $75 million ap
propriation for this program. 

I would also like to address the funding 
levels for Federal pest management pro
grams. The U.S. Department of Agricul
ture operates a number of quarantine 
and control programs to combat plant 
and animal pests. These problems cannot 
be effectively controlled by individual 
private action alone and generally return 
many times their cost to the consumers 
of our country. Because of budgetary 
constraints, the administration held 
down funding for many of these activi
ties to levels which would be counter
productive or ineffective. 

One such activity was the brucellosis 
eradication program. Costing $65.2 mil
lion annually, this is the largest disease 
control program operated by the De
partment. I might add parenthetically 
this effort to control brucellosis has now 
been going on for over 40 years, and we 
are so far not close to eradication. No in
crease was requestetd in the fiscal year 
1980 budget despite clear indication that 
an expansion of this effort would yield a 
highly favorable benefit/ cost ratio as 
well as reduce total Federal costs 
through the accelerated eradication of 
this disease which is a serious threat to 
humans as well as livestock. 

So, Mr. President, what we are trying 
to do here is to step up the spending to 
a level that will make it possible to erad
icate brucellosis over the next 10 years 
and not merely go on spending a large 
sum of money into the indefinite future. 
What we have done is to recommend an 
increase of $20 million for this program. 
This will allow the Department to move 
toward a 10-year eradication schedule 
rather than merely perpetuate the cur
rent inadequate effort to control this 
important disease which, as I have s·aid, 
is already being supported at a cost of 
$65.2 million a year. 

In other pest and disease control pro
grams, budgetary constraints have re
quired that we not proceed with an opti
mal level of funding, and in some cases, 
the entire elimination of otherwise 
worthwhile programs. 

Although this bill furthers goals that 
many of my colleagues in the Senate and 
I have long supported, our progress is 
not without cost. The level of funding in 
H.R. 4387 will leave very little budget 
room for supplemental appropriations 
requests if the subcommittee is to re
main within its allocation. Moreover, 
there are indications the other appro
priations bills may also be in excess of 
the subcommittee allocations when fu
ture requirements are taken into account. 
Without offsetting reductions in appro
priations bills which have yet to be re
ported-and these do not appear at the 
moment to be forthcoming-the Appro
priations Committee may exceed its al-

location under the budget resolution by 
as much as $5 billion. That is a figure 
that I hope will register on all Members. 
It looks like we are going to be over our 
target by some $5 billion. This is the 
first time in the 5-year history of the 
budget process that we have encountered 
such a problem. In the past, the Appro
priations Committee has consistently de
veloped bills well under the budget as
sumptions. 

There are many reasons for this pos
sible overage, some of which are outside 
of the control of the Appropriations 
Committee. 

I would like to enumerate a few. 
First, a number of authorizing com

mittees have failed to make legislative 
savings. Second, the costs of some pro
grams, like food stamps, have far ex
ceeded the estimate reflected in the first 
budget resolution. Finally, the President's 
new energy initiatives were not foreseen 
at the time the spending targets for fiscal 
year 1980 were set. But perhaps the 
major reason we are having this new 
problem stems from the fact that the 
first budget resolution for fiscal year 
1980 was the first really tight congres
sional budget we have had, at least in 
the 10 years or more, I have been here. 
The chairman of the Budget Committee 
<Mr. MusKIE) and I warned the Senate 
before the budget resolution was adopted 
that it was a tough one and would re
quire continuing rigid discipline. I am 
not persuaded that the Congress has. as 
yet, shown that it can implement the 
type of restraint it committed itself to 
in the budget resolution. 

Let us look at the numbers. The Ap
propriations Committee allocruted $20.5 
billion in budget authority to the Ag
riculture Subcommittee, of which $16.8 
billion is distributed by this bill. An ad
dition of $2 billion is permanent appro
priations for child nutrition programs. 
This leaves only $1.6 billion for future 
contingencies. These funds will be rapid
ly ·absorbed by increased funding require
ments for food stamps and other nutri
tion programs. As a matter of fact, I 
understand that the Department of Ag
riculture already is concerned that the 
Public Law 480 appropriation contained 
in this bill is inadequate and that a 
$200 to $300 million supplemental ap
propriation may be necessary in order to 
maintain the present food shipment level 
which the Senate has supported fre
quently in the past. 

If the kind of hardships we hear about 
around the world are as serious •as they 
appear to be then even additional funds 
may be required. 

Any supplemental like this would cause 
the Agriculture E::ubcommittee to exceed 
its allocation, place pressure for restraint 
on other subcommittees and funding 
priorities, and put the budget spending 
aggregates in jeopardy. 

Under these circumstances, it is ex
tremely important that the Congress 
seek to reduce or hold down spending 
every way possible. For this reason, I am 
introducing an amendment to delete 
funding for the homeownership assist
ance program. I find it impossible to 
justify funding a costly new program 
a!t this time. In addition, I will offer 
an amendment to reduce funding for the 
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special milk program for nonneedy 
children by $40 million. This is an ex
ample of duplication and poor program 
targeting which I have long opposed. I 
will discuss these amendments in detail 
in separate statements. I hope the Senate 
will support both amendments. 

Mr. President, again I would like to 
thank the Senator from Missouri for 
his capable leadership during our con
sideration of this bill . I would also like 
to note the fine work of Dick Lieber
man, Ken Auer, Irma Hanneman, and 
Andy Jacobs of the majority staff and 
Stephen Kohashi and Cathy O'Connor 
of the minority staff. This is an impor
tant and complex bill and it is only with 
the dedicated and informed assistance 
of these key staff members that we 
were able to bring it to the :floor in good 
condition. I compliment them for the 
hard work they have done, for the very 
able counsel they have given to the 
committee, and I feel that the con
tribution they have made needs the 
attention and the commendation of 
the full Senate. 

Mr. President, it is my hope that 
my colleagues in the Senate will join 
in supporting this bill, hopefully after 
it has been amended as I have men
tioned. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the committee amendments 
be agreed to en bloc and that the bUl 
as thus amended be regarded for the 
purpose of amendment as original text; 
provided, no point of order shall be 
waived by reason of the agreement to 
this request. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

The committee amendments, as 
agreed to, are as follows: 

On page 2, line 6, strike "$4,400,000" and 
insert "$4,534,000"; 

On page 2, line 16, strike "$2,757,400" and 
insert "$3,196,000"; 

On page 2, line 17, strike "$2,622,900; 
for"; 

On page 2, line 19, strike "$5,831,700" and 
insert "$8,455,000"; 

On page 2, line 22 , strike "$8,397,000" and 
insert "$8,072,000"; 

On page 2, line 23 , strike "$19,609,000" and 
insert "$19,723,000"; 

On page 3 , line 15, after "(7 U.S.C. 2225)" 
tnsert a colon and the following: 

Provided further, That no part of this or 
any other appropriation contained in this 
Act may be used to reimburse the General 
Services Administration in excess of $750,000 
for publications distributed by the Con
sumer Information Center. 

On page 3, line 24, strike "$24,727,000" and 
insert "$25 ,527,000"; 

On page 4, line 10, strike "$10,786,000" and 
insert "$11,136,000"; 

On page 4, line 18, strike "$22,872,000" and 
insert "$23,372,000"; 

On page 5, line 16, strike "$363,142,000" and 
insert "$370,679,000"; 

On page 6, line 13, after "California " insert 
a comma and "construction of a greenhouse; 
headhouse at Stillwater, Oklahoma, con
struction of a laboratory at West Lafayette, 
Indiana, construction of a feedmill at El 
Reno, Oklahoma"; 

On page 7, line 4, strike "director," and in
sert "Director. Science and Education Ad
ministration''; 

On page 8, line 7, strike "$115,066,000" and 
insert "$119,566,000"; 

On page 8 , line 16, strike "$9,500,000" and 
insert "$10,165,000"; 

On page 8, line 20, strike "$17 ,260,000" and 
insert "$17 ,934,000"; 

On page 9, line 2, strike "$1,500,000 for 
Rural Development Research as authorized 
under the Rural Development Act of 1979, as 
amended (7 U .S.C. 2661-2668), including ad
ministrative expense;" and insert "$38,023,-
000"; 

On page 9, line 7, after" (7 U.S.C . 450i) " in
sert "of which $13,023,000 is for special re
search grants, and $25,000,000 is for compet
itive research grants, including administra
tive expenses; $COO,OOO for grants in accord
ance with section 1419 of Public Law 95-
113; $800,000 for research authorized by the 
Native Latex Commercialization and Eco
nomic Development Act of 1978; $10,ooo:ooo 
for the support of animal health and disease 
programs authorized by section 1433 of Pub
lic Law 95-113,"; 

On page 9, line 21, strike "$177,527,000" 
and insert "$198,484,000"; 

On page 9, line 22, after the period, strike 
through and including line 24; 

On page 10, line 12, strike "$185,831,000" 
and insert "$195,331,000"; 

On page 10, line 12, after the semicolon, 
strike through and including the semicolon 
in line 17; 

On page 10, line 18, strike "$6,435,000" and 
insert "$5,935,000"; 

On page 10, line 19, strike "payments for 
the farm safety program under section 3(d) 
of the Act, $1,020,000; "; 

On page 10, line 22, strike "payments for 
the nonpoint source pollution program under 
section 3(d) of the Act, $1,300,000; "; 

On page 10, line 25, after the semicolon, in
sert "payments for the food and human nu
trition education program under section 1425 
of Public Law 95-113, $50,560,000; "; 

On page 11, line 3, strike "$2,500,000 for 
Rural Development Education as authorized 
under the Rural Development Education as 
authorized under the Rural Development Act 
of 1972 (7 U .S.C. 2661-2668); "; 

On page 11, line 12, after "(7 U.S.C. 329)" 
strike through and including "$1,250,000" in 
line 15 and insert in lieu thereof "$3,000,000 
to be used only in support of agricultural 
education"; 

On page 11, line 17, strike "$279,044,000" 
and insert "$268,224,000"; 

On page 12, line 8, strike "$6,791,000" and 
insert "$6,543,000"; 

On page 13, line 1, strike "$237,583,000" 
and insert "$248,241,000"; 

On page 13, line 10, beg'l.nning with "That" 
strike through and including the comma in 
line 13; 

On page 17, line 5, strike "$86,050,000" and 
insert "$86,090,000"; 

On page 18, line 21, beginning with the 
comma, strike through and including 
"States" in line 22; 

On page 18, line 25, strike "$48,302,000" 
and insert "$45,586,000"; 

On page 18, line 25, beginning with the 
semicolon, strike through and including page 
19, the word "Program" in line 2; 

On page 19, beginning with line 8, strike 
through and including line 12; 

On page 20, line 8, strike "$190,586,000" 
and insert "$182,546,000"; 

On page 20, line 13, strike "$342,975,000" 
and insert "$334,935,000"; 

On page 21, line 7, strike "AND BEE
KEEPER INDEMNITY PROGRAMS" and in
sert "INDEMNITY PROGRAM"; 

On page 22 , line 1, beginning with "and" 
strike through and including "$3,290,000" in 
line 4, and insert "$400,000"; 

On page 23, line 2, strike "$16,500,000" and 
insert "$16,480,000"; 

On page 23, line 12, strike "$50,700,000" 
and insert "$50,690,000"; 

On page 24, line 19, after "hereof" insert a 
colon and the following: 

Provided further, That none of the funds 

in the Act may be used to carry out a pro
gram of loan guarantees by the Corporation 
for production and marketing of industrial 
hydrocarbons and alcohols from agricultural 
commodities and forest products in excess of 
$100,000,000. 

On page 25, line 10, strike "$4,059,000,000" 
and insert "$3,766,000,000"; 

On page 25, line 11, strike "$3,150,000,000" 
and insert "$2,857,000,000"; 

On page 26, line 9, strike "a.n additional 
amount" and insert "additional amounts"; 

On page 26, line 12, after "program" in
sert "and a special home ownership assist
ance program"; 

On page 26, line 13, strike "section" a.nd 
insert "sections 521 (a) (1) (C) and"; 

On page 26, beginning with line 15, insert 
the following: 

During fiscal year 1980, no more than 3,000 
units may be assisted under the special 
home ownership assistance program pur
suant to authority under section 521(a) (1) 
(C) of the Housing Act of 1949, a.s amended, 
and the total obligations incurred over the 
life of the applicable agreements and any re
newals thereof, sha.ll not exceed $195,692,000. 

On page 27, line 25, after the semicolon, 
insert "guaranteed"; 

On page 28, line 1, beginning with "of" 
strike through and including "loans" in 
line 3; 

On page 29, line 6, strike "$5,000,000" and 
insert "$9,000,000"; 

On page 29, line 10, strike "2,500,000" and 
insert "$1,200,000"; 

On page 29, line 15, strike "U.S.C" and 
insert "U.S.C."; 

On page 30, line 3, strike "$232,318,000" 
and insert "$228,278,000"; 

On pa.ge 32, line 20, strike "$259,747,000" 
and insert "$254,097,000"; 

On page 33 , line 25, strike "$17,061,000" 
and insert "$15,801,000"; 

On page 34, line 10, strike "$12,293,000" 
and insert "$6,023,000"; 

On page 34, line 24, strike "$172,524,000" 
and insert "$162,524,000"; 

On page 34, line 25, strike "$23,500,000" 
and insert "$13,500,000"; 

On page 36,line 1, after "$32,000,000" strike 
through and including "1979" in line 5; 

On page 36, line 12, after "3109" insert a 
colon and the following: 

Provided further, That this appropriation 
shall be used solely to meet current project 
commitments of the United states Govern
ment in authorized Reserve Conservation 
and Development areas. 

On page 36, beginning with line 23, insert 
the following: 

RURAL CLEAN WATER PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses for carrying out 
Section 35 of the Clean Water Act of Decem
ber 27, 1977 (33 u.s.c. 1251; 1288), and, in 
accordance with the provisions of the Fed
eral Water Pollution Control Act of Octo
ber 18, 1972, as amended, for application 
and cost-sharing of water quality measures 
incorporating best management practices to 
control nonpoint source pollution for 
improved water quality, $75,000,000 to 
remain available until expended. 

On page 37, line 24, after "except" insert 
"where the participants have entered into 
long-term agreements or"; 

On page 40, line 22, strike "$20,000,000" and 
insert "$10,000,000"; 

On page 41, line 8, strike "$3,165,301,000" 
and insert "$3,110,301,000"; 

On page 41, line 9, after "which" insert 
"$1,275,215,000 is hereby appropriated,"; 

On page 41, line 17, strike "$24,000,000" and 
insert "$16,000,000"; 

On page 41. line 21, after "amended" insert 
a colon and the following: 

Provided further, That only claims for re
imbursement for meals served during fiscal 
year 1980 submitted to State agencies prior 
to January 1, 1981, shall be eligible for relm-
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bursement: Provided further, That funds ap
propriated for the purpose of section 7 of the 
Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended, 
shall be allocated among the States but the 
distribution of such funds to an individual 
State is contingent upon the State's agree
ment to participate in studies and surveys of 
programs authorized under the National 
School Lunch Act, as amended, when such 
studies and surveys have been directed by 
the Congress and requested by the Secre
tary of Agriculture: Provided further, That 
if the Secretary of Agriculture determines 
that a State's administration of any pro
gram under the National School Lunch Act, 
as amended, or the Child Nutrition Act of 
1966, as amended (other than section 17), or 
the regulations issued pursuant to these 
Acts, is seriously deficient, and the State 
fails to correct the deficiency within a speci
fied period of time, the Secretary may with
hold from the State some or all of the funds 
allocated to the State under section 7 of 
the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended, 
and under section 13(k) (1) of the National 
School Lunch Act, as amended; upon a sub
sequent determination by the Secretary that 
the programs are operated in an acceptable 
manner some or all of the funds withheld 
may be allocated: Provided further, That no 
part of the funds appropriated in this Act 
shall be available to provide direct Federal 
administration of summer food service 
operations in States: Provided further, That 
no part of the funds appropriated in this 
Act for the summer food service program 
shall be available for payments other than 
to: ( 1) public service institutions, (2) pri
vate nonprofit service institutions includ
ing residential camps which use self-prepa
ration fac111ties to prepare meals or obtain 
meals from a public facility, such as a school 
district, public hospital, or State university, 
(3) private nonprofit schools including col
leges and universities, (4) private nonprofit 
migrant farmworker organizations including 
those that purchase meals from a food service 
management company, and (5) private non
profit service institutions which serve not 
more than 500 children daily at not more 
than three sites and which purchase meals 
from a food service management company. 

On page 44, line 1, after "$771,500,000," 
insert "of which $748,500,000 is hereby appro
priated and $22,000,000 is to be derived from 
prior year balances,"; 

On page 44, line 3, after "1981" insert a 
colon and the following: 

Provided, That section 17(g) of the Child 
Nutrition Act of 1966, as amended, is hereby 
amended by striking out the numeral "800-
000,000" and inserting in lieu thereof 
"750,000,000". • 

On page 44, line 9, strike "$6,188,600,000" 
and insert "$6,187,600,000"; 

On page 44, line 11, strike "1981" and insert 
"1980"; 

On page 44, line 20, strike "entitlement" 
and insert "amount"· 

On page 45, line 8, after "$90,290,000" in
sert a comma and "to remain avai·lable until 
September 30, 1981"; 

On page 45, line 12, beginning with 
"$80,000,000" strike through and including 
"law" in line 17, and insert "$84 382 OOO"· 

On page 46, line 7, strike "$56,129:000:' and 
insert "$56,807,000"; 

On page 46, line 19, strike "$2,964,000" and 
insert "$1,864,000"; 

On page 47, line 1, after "(22 U..S.C. 2392)" 
insert a colon and the following: 

Provided, That of the amount appropriated 
herein, $150,000 shall be available for the 
International Science and Education Council 
to effectuate the policies authorized in sec
tion 1458 of Public Law 95-113. 

On page 47, Une 15, strike "$901,730,000" 
and insert "$843,004,000"; 

On page 47, line 15, strike "$280,776,000" 
and insert "$222,050,000"; 

On page 48, line 13, strike "$316,296,000" 
and insert "$307,796,000"; 

On page 48, line 18, strike "$4,372,000" and 
insert "$29,372,000"; 

On page 50, line 24, strike "Agricultural 
Stabilization and Conservation Service Sala
ries and Expenses funds made available to 
county committees;"; 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the following 
members of the Budget Committee staff 
be granted the privileges of the floor 
during the consideration of H.R. 4387: 

Majority staff: Karen Williams, Allen 
Mandel, Chuck Riemenschneider, and 
Rodger Schlickeisen. 

Minority staff: Bob Boyd, Gail Shelp, 
Mark Bobseine, and Bob Fulton. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 375 

(Purpose: To change the limitation on the 
use of Commodity Credit Corporation 
funds for making loan guarantees for gas
ohol projects) 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk on be
half of Mr. DOLE, Mr. LUGAR, and myself, 
and I ask for its immediate considera
tion. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
HART) . The clerk will report. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Georgia (Mr. TALMADGE), 
for himself, Mr. DoLE, and Mr. LUGAR, pro
poses an unprinted amendment numbered 
375: 

On page 24, line 24, strike out "$100,000,-
000" and insert "$500,000,000" in lieu thereof. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, this 
amendment would change language in 
the bill placing a $100 million restriction 
on the amount of Commodity Credit 
Corporation loan guarantees that may be 
used to stimulate the production of in
dustrial hydrocarbons and alcohols from 
agricultural and forest products. Under 
the amendment, the Commodity Credit 
Corporation could make loan guarantees 
for alcohol pilot plants up to a total of 
$500 million. 

I have been a. longtime supporter of 
gasohol-a blend of gasoline and alcohol 
that is used for motor fuel. During con
sideration of the Food and Agriculture 
Act of 1977, the Senate included a re
quirement that the Secretary of Agri
culture provide for four pilot projects for 
production of gasohol from agricultural 
and forest products through Commodity 
Credit loan guarantees of up to $60 mil-

· lion. The Department of Agriculture re
ceived 30 formal applications for these 
four pilot projects-demonstrating will
ingness in the private sector to use pri
vate resources to make alcohol for blend
ing with gasoline. 

Since the passage of the 1977 act, I 
have received many inquiries from per
sons in Georgia and other States who are 
vitally intereS'ted in alcohol production 
for fuel and have come up with inno
vative plans for energy conversion utiliz
ing farm and forest products. 

In Georgia, which is a major forestry 
State, we are particularly interested in 
greater use of forest products for energy. 
There is an enormous potential in con
verting energy from wood waste from 

other forest-based industries such as 
paper and lumber. While the Department 
of Agriculture has processed and tenta
tively approved the four pilot projects 
involving a total of $42.7 million in loan 
guarantees, other imaginative and fea
sible proposals go begging for the Fed
eral Government to help share some of 
the risks in developing these new tech
nologies. This seems a shame since the 
Department of Agriculture has already 
promulgated the necessary regulations 
and established an approval process, and 
could guarantee several more projects 
without major administrative expense. 

Given the interest from the private 
sector in additional loan guarantees for 
alcohol production, the Senate Commit
tee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and For
estry responded by bringing a bill, S. 892, 
to the floor of the Senate. That bill au
thorized an additional $180 million in 
loan guarantees for alcohol production. 

On June 14, 1979, when the Senate 
considered S. 892, an amendment was 
offered by Senator LuGAR to increase this 
amount to $500 million. The amendment 
also, first, restricted the amount of loan 
guarantees for any project to $30 million; 
second, required that no less than 25 
percent of these loan guarantees be made 
av~ilable to small-volume producers; 
third, mandated that priority be given 
to projects that use Government price
supported commodities as a feedstock; 
fourth, stipulated that proper consider
ation be given to projects that propose to 
use new and innovative technologies in 
the production of alcohols and indus
trial hydrocarbons; and fifth, urged that 
such loan guarantees be approved by no 
later than December 31, 1980. It did not 
change, however, the requirement that 
no alcohol loan guarantees be made un
less they would have a positive net en
ergy balance. This amendment was ap
proved overwhelmingly by a vote of 82 
to 10, which indicates that the Senate 
overwhelmingly supports action of this 
type. 

Now, we are going to import energy 
this year in the amount of rubout $60 bil
lion from non-American producers. I 
do not know of any way on Earth we can 
afford the dollars to pay for that amount 
of imported energy. It is absolutely es
sential that this country develop alter
native sources of energy. 

The President made a very full state
ment the other evening indicating that 
this Nation was goiing forward in an 
economic war to develop alternaJtive 
sources of energy. This is a very minor 
part of that program. 

We have tremendous amounts of 
waste wood, urban waste products, pack
ing house byproducts, manure, and 
other things that can be converted to 
energy. 

While S. 892 has not been considered 
by the House, it is my understanding 
that the chances are good that a similar 
bill will eventually be approved this year 
by that body of Oongress. Given the 
President's great desire to increase our 
production of synthetic fuels, it seems 
very likely that S. 892 could become 
law before the year's end. 

These are some of the reasons why I 
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cannot understand why the Appropria
tions Committee has recommended a 
$100 million limit on this urgently 
needed energy loan gu3JI'Ial1tee program. 
The restric-tion is unnecessary and con
tmry to prudent public policy. Just a 
few weeks ago, the full Senate strongly 
endorsed a rapid expansion of alcohol 
production thirough the adoption of 
S. 892, which provides pilot project loan 
guarantees of up to $500 million. 

I know there are many skeptics about 
feasibility of gasohol-both on economic 
and net energy gain considerations. I am 
not sure who is right or WTOng on these 
questions, but I do know we are now 
fadng a seV'ere energy crisis-a crisis 
that will only grow worse unless this 
Nation develops new renewable sources 
of energy that a.re not owned and con
trolled by OPEC. 

I also know that the sale of gasohol in 
service stations throughout the Nation 
is increasing rapidly when and where it 
is available. It is clean burning, high
octane fuel that works well in cars. Car 
manufacturers apparently have no reser
vation about gasohol, for they have re
cently extended new car warranties to 
cover those who use it. 

Mr. President, the vital role that al
cohol can play in meeting our Nation's 
energy needs is well stated in a policy 
review study just published by the De
partment of Energy. 

Alcohol fuels-both ethanol and meth
anol--can contribute to U.S. energy re
sources by using domestic, renewable re
sources and coal to extend supplies of 
high-quality liquid fuels, the study re
ports. 

I would like to point out, Mr. Presi
dent, that methanol is produced from 
wood as well as from coal. 

The Energy Department study goes on 
to say: 

Indeed, ethanol is the only alternative fuel 
commercially available now, and the only 
one likely to be available in quantity before 
1985. Methanol can be made from coal 
using commercially available technology, 
and could be produced in large quantities 
in the mid-to-late 1980's, when plants-if 
begun soon-could be completed and begin 
operating. Maximizing ethanol's contribu
tion will require minimizing the use oi oil 
and gas in producing feedstocks and con
verting them to alcohol. 

Reading further from the study: 
It is important to note that no one energy 

source can solve our national energy prob
lems. Though alcohol fuels cannot be a 
total, or in the near term, even a major 
solution to our national energy needs, they 
do represent an important energy com
ponent and building block for the longer 
term. Our national energy needs must be 
met by actively conserving and by aggres
sively developing contributions from a large 
number of energy supplies, building on the 
nation's abundant resources. Alcohol fuels 
represent important supplies based on the 
American agricultural system and on the 
potential of U.S. coal. 

Mr. President, at the present time, 
most of the alcohol used in blending with 
gasoline is produced from the alcohol in
dustry's unused plant capacity. Thus, 
gasohol is now available only on a limit
ed basis. Before private industry will 
build new plants for greatly expanded 

alcohol production to make gasohol avail
able nationwide, new technologies must 
be developed and tested in order to prove 
that this fuel is competitive economi
cally and is energy efficient. 

Alcohol production from farm com
modities and forest products is one of 
many alternatives that we must pursue 
as a Nation. It is one of the synthetic 
fuels that can be most quickly developed. 
The immediate need is for the Federal 
Government to share risks with the pri
vate sector in perfecting existing alcohol 
technologies, using a number of different 
feedstocks. 

I am convinced that an expanded loan 
guarantee program is the best and most 
cost-effective way the Federal Govern
ment can stimulate gasohol production 
and use. Under the loan guarantee pro
gram, private capital is used to finance 
the pilot projects. The Federal Govern
ment only guarantees such loans against 
default. Thus, a $500 million gasohol 
project loan ·guarantee program may cost 
the Government little or nothing if only 
those projects with demonstrated poten
tial are approved. S. 892, as passed by the 
Senate, assures that only those projects 
with such potential will be approved. 

The results of this loan guarantee pro
gram would be to stimulate private in
vestment in developing new techniques 
that could lead to greater availability 
and increased use of gasohol on a na
tionwide basis. It would assist signifi
cantly in reducing our dependence on 
foreign oil-the goal that President 
Carter has now set as the highest na
tional priority. But there would also be 
direct benefits to farmers, consumers, 
and taxpayers with the development of 
new markets for farm and forest prod
ucts, lower costs of Government price 
support programs for agricultural com
modities converted to energy, and in
creased motor fuel supplies. 

This program has a unique potential 
for meeting the energy needs of Ameri
can agriculture. It would encourage the 
development of alcohol fuel production 
from small plants especially adapted to 
supply energy needs for essential farm 
purposes. We may well see the develop
ment of on-farm energy production on a 
major scale as a result of the pilot plants 
that could be built under this program. 

I submit, Mr. President, that it would 
be extremely shortsighted to place un
due limitations on the alcohol pilot plant 
program. I believe it is in the highest 
national interest that we move forward 
vigorously, aggressively, and boldly with 
this program at the full funding level 
already endorsed by the Senate. 

This program is entirely consistent and 
fully compatible with the President's 
declaration of war for energy inde
pendence. 

We are not dealing with a new pro
gram. We are proposing to expand a 
promising, existing program. The basic 
administrative machinery is already in 
place. 

The Congress ought to expand and 
expedite this existing program even as 
the President's vast new energy scheme 
is being assembled, enacted, and imple
mented. The alcohol pilot plan program 

can be incorporated into the overall 
energy plan at a later time if this ap
pears to be the best policy and course. 

But the time to act on national energy 
independence is now. The opportunity is 
here. 

My amendment provides the Senate 
with a means to give force and meaning 
to our determination to achieve energy 
independence from OPEC. 

I hope the managers of the bill will 
accept this amendment, and it will be 
in conference with the House. I think it 
is much needed, and that this country 
must move forward to develop alterna
tive sources of energy. 

Mr. President, I yield 5 minutes to the 
distinguished Senator from Indiana, 
who is the author of the amendment in
creasing the amount to $500 million, 
which was agreed to on the floor of the 
Senate, by a vote of 82 to 10. 

Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the amendment by the dis
tinguished chairman of the Agriculture 
Committee. Essentially, the activity of 
the Appropriations Committee was to 
cut back the extent of loan guarantees 
from $500 million, which my amend
ment provided for, to $100 million. 

It occurs to me that at the time when 
we debated this, and it did have exten· 
sive debate on June 14 this year on this 
floor, and it was approved by a vote of 
82 to 10, that there was considerable 
enthusiasm for loan guarantees for the 
production of gasohol from various agri
cultural products that could be used to 
produce ethanol. This is an idea clearly 
expressed with enthusiasm by the Presi
dent of the United States no later than 
last Sunday. The purpose of attempting 
to introduce it into the procedures now 
is that applications have been received 
by the U.S. Department of Agriculture, 
at least 30 of them, many with great 
promise. 

The Food and Agriculture Act of 1977, 
as our chairman has mentioned, limited 
us to four, and these proposals have 
great promise in the judgment of many 
who have followed this technology. Very 
clearly, ethanol has a market; the loan 
guarantees have relatively limited risk. 

For the moment, in this country, all of 
the ethanol that is available is being 
taken up by farm bureau groups and 
others who are mixing it in a 90-10 ratio 
to produce gasohol. In my State, at least 
73 outlets are available through farm 
bureau cooperatives now. I have in fact 
visited the refineries and mixing plants 
in Indiana, and filled up with a tankful 
of gasohol. It works. It is available now. 
It was the response of June 14 that it 
was seen as urgent by the Senate. It is 
no less urgent now. 

I regret that we must have this debate. 
I appreciate the fiscal prudence of the 
Appropriations Committee and their de
sire not to obligate the Federal Govern
ment with years of loan guarantees that, 
in their judgment, might appear to be 
more dubious than they do to me, but I 
applaud the initiative taken by the Sen
ator from Georgia (Mr. 1'ALMADGE), who 
has essentially given the Appropriations 
Committee the opportunity for a con
ferenceable item. 
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It is a step in the right direction, one 

that I support, and I appreciate the ini
tiative taken by the distinguished senior 
Senator from Georgia. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I yield 
2 minutes to the distinguished Senator 
from Kansas. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would like 
my name to be added as a cosponsor of 
the amendment. 

Mr. TALMADGE. The Senator is al
ready a cosponsor. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I just want 
to point out that this is an effort that is 
being focused on by many Members of 
this body on both sides of the aisle. 

I certainly endorse what has been 
stated by the distinguished chairman of 
our committee and by the Senator from 
Indiana (Mr. LUGAR). 

I think it is probably well to know that 
we are having a second meeting today 
of the National Alcohol Fuels Commis
sion, of which the Senator from Kansas 
is proud to be a member, along with the 
senior Senator from Indiana and the 
senior Senator from Oregon. We are dis
cussing at this very moment how we can 
properly address this question so that it 
will be effective and cost effective, and 
will not in any way hold out hope that is 
not justified for so-called gasohol. 

Mr. President, I am glad to join as a 
cosponsor of the amendment offered by 
the distinguished chairman of the Agri
culture Committee, Senator TALMADGE. 

In May of this year, I introduced a bill 
to increase the number of pilot energy 
projects that could be guaranteed by the 
U.S. Department of Agriculture. My bill 
initiated the movement toward increas
ing the efforts by the USDA to finance 
pilot energy products. 

On May 3, I offered my bill as an 
amendment to S. 892, which was being 
considered by the full Senate Agriculture 
Committee. My amendment was ex
panded by the committee to include an 
additional $180 million for pilot projects. 
The $180 million was later expanded to 
$500 million by the full Senate when S. 
892 was adopted by the full Senate. The 
amendment was approved overwhelm
ingly by a vote of 82 to 10. 

Broad support exists in the Agricul
ture Committee and in the Senate to ex
plore alternative fuels made from agri
cultural commodities and forest prod
ucts. I believe the Agriculture Committee 
and the Senate agreed that by expanding 
the pilot energy program this country 
can more effectively derive viable energy 
solutions through alternative, nontradi
tional sources. This program provides 
further incentives for the production of 
gasohol and other fuels made from the 
production of industrial hydrocarbons. 

Mr. President, the Senate has acted 
responsibly during the authorization 
process on the issue of energy pilot pro
grams for alcohol production and we 
should not act irresponsibly now during 
the appropriation process. It is totally 
unreasonable that the Appropriations 
Committee has recommended a $100 mil
lion limit on these energy loan guaran
tee programs. The production of gasohol 
is still in its embryonic stages and we 
must not act precipitously to deny the 
proper funding level. 

Mr. President, there is no question 
that alcohol fuels will in the future play 
an important role in our energy inde
pendence. As a member of the Alcohol 
Fuels Commission I can honestly say 
that these programs are not only vital 
but timely in terms of our current energy 
situation. Although alcohol fuels are 
available today on a limited basis we 
have the opportunity to increase this 
availability considerably. Leadtime is 
needed for the construction of alcohol 
fuels production plants, new technolo
gies must continue to be explored, devel
oped, and tested, and these loan guaran
tees are the best, most efficient manner 
in which to achieve these goals. 

Mr. President, our energy crisis is not 
going to be resolved by more and more 
governmental interference in the areas 
of energy production. The private actor 
must be the focal point for any national 
energy policy. I am convinced that loan 
guarantees, such as these that aid to 
stimulate private sector activity in the 
energy production field, need to be en
couraged and should not be discarded. 
The Congress must continue to help ex
pand the opportunity for private sector 
activity. It will be good for farmers, con
sumers. and all Americans. 

Mr. President, I would just like tore
emphasize that the pilot program is not 
a grant program, but uses only guar
anteed loans from the Commodity Credit 
Corporation. Each project must show 
that the total energy content of the 
products and by-products manufactured 
will exceed the total energy input from 
fossil fuels used in the manufacturing 
process. Another requirement is that the 
projects must be economically viable in 
order to qualify. 

I do not believe now, in a period of 
energy unrest, is the best time to be cut
ting back on the Government's support 
of alternative energy projects. 

I believe, in light of the events of the 
past 2 months, it would be short-sighted 
to cut back on this program. Energy in
dependence must be one of our Nation's 
top domestic priorities. This amendment 
gives us the opportunity to act positively 
on the energy independence question. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge the Sen
ate to adopt the amendment offered by 
Senator TALMADGE and myself to restore 
funding at the $500 million level. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that the name of 
the distinguished senior Senator from 
New York <Mr. JAVITS) be added as a 
cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. TALMADGE. I have discussed this 
matter with the distinguished chairman 
of the subcommittee. I understand he is 
agreeable to taking it, and I hope the dis
tinguished senior Senator from Okla
homa <Mr. BELLMON) feels likewise, 
though he has not indicated that he did. 

I reserve the remainder of my time. 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, will the 

Senator from Missouri yield me 3 min
utes? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield the Senator 
from Oklahoma 3 minutes. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I do not 
wish to take the time of the Senate on 

this mat.ter. I am not going to oppose 
the amendment, though I have to admit 
that I am less than enthusiastic about it. 

There is going to be, hopefully, very 
shortly a package of energy legislation 
coming from the White House, and it is 
my understanding that the question of 
gasohol will be a part of the proposals 
the President will make. 

I am also a member of the Gasohol 
Commission the Senator from Kansas 
talked about; and in studying documents 
from that Commission, I was astounded 
to find out that gasohol is not energy 
efficient, that it actually takes 30 per
cent more Btu's to produce than you get 
from it when it is burned. 

I question whether we should commit 
ourselves to $500 million for a program 
that needs to be carefully analyzed and 
studied. I hope between now and the 
time we get to conference with the House, 
we can look into this more carefully and 
be better advised and informed as to 
whether or not this is a wise commit
ment of the taxpayers' resources. 

It is true that this is a loan guarantee 
program, and that loan guarantees some
times have to be paid off. When that 
happens. it becomes an expenditure. I 
think we ought not to be careless in 
committing taxpayers' dollars to such a 
cause. So, while I am not going to oppose 
the amendment, I am going to look at it 
carefully, and I hope be able to deal bet
ter with it when we get to conference. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I think 
Senator BELLMON has summed up the sit
uation rather well. If we accept the 
amendment, the entire matter will be in 
conference. It will not go to conference 
until, probably, some time in September, 
at which time the President's entire en
ergy program will be before Congress, 
including, perhaps, an energy supple
mental; and matters pertaining to gaso
hol, the use of alcohol, et cetera, will 
undoubtedly be a part of that package, 
and we can then, depending on what is 
in that energy supplemental, make ad
justments as between that bill and this 
agriculture appropriations bill. 

So I am willing to accept the amend
ment and take the matter to conference. 

Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 
thank my distinguished friend from Mis
souri and also my distinguished friend 
from Oklahoma. 

I would point out that the amendment 
that was offered by Senator LUGAR on the 
floor on June 14 did not change there
quirement that no alcohol loan guaran
tees be made by the Commodity Credit 
Corporation unless they have a positive 
net energy balance. That was the amend
ment that was approved by a vote of 82 
to 10. 

There are many types of gasohol, Mr. 
President. There are two forms of alco
hol, methanol and ethanol. Methanol is 
now produced almost entirely from nat
ural gas. It may also be produced from 
coal, wood, and urban wastes. Ethanol is 
produced from grain and other agricul
tural waste products, such as sugarcane 
bagasse, which is an absolute waste 
product. 

There are many of these items that I 
think are economically feasible, and I 
think we must do whatever we can to get 
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as much energy as we can, at the lowest 
cost, from American products, that will 
give jobs to American people, that wr 
keep dollars in America rather than 
sending them to the shieks in Saudi 
Arabia and other places. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time and I am ready to 
vote. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all time 
yielded back? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is 
on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to . 
Mr. TALMADGE. Mr. President, I 

move to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to . 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
move to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 376 

(Purpose : To make a technical correction in 
the summer feeding limitation ) 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I send 
a technical amendment to the desk and 
ask for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows : 

The Senator from Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON) 

proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 376. 

On page 43, line 2, insert the following: 
' 'to service institutions". after the word "pay
ment s". 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, this is 
merely a technical amendment which 
has been cleared on both sides of the 
aisle. I yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
UP AMENDMENT NO, 3-'77 

(Purpose : To delete $200 million in FY 1980 
funding for the special home ownership 
assist ance program) 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk offered on be
half of Mr. MUSKIE, Mr. PROXMIRE, Mr. 
GARN, Mr. CHILES, and myself, and I ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MaN) for himself, Mr. MusKIE, Mr. Faox
MmE, Mr. GARN, and Mr. CHILES proposes an 
unprinted amendment numbered 377. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 26, lines 9- 10, strike "additional 

amounts" and insert "an additional amount". 
On page 26, lines 12- 13, strike "and a spe

cial home ownership assistance program". 

On page 26, line 13, strike "sections 521 
(a) ( 1) (c ) and insert "section" . 

On page 26, strike lines 15 through 20 . 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
wishes to know whether this is the 
amendment on whioh there is a 2-hour 
time limitation. 

Mr. BELLMON. This is the amend
ment, Mr. President. I yield myself 5 
minutes. 

Mr. President, I offer this amendment 
because I feel at a time when fiscal re
straint is so clearly needed, it is incon
ceivable for the Senate and for the Con
gress to initiate funding for a costly 
new and totally untested progrnm. 

There is no question in my mind
and I am not critical of those who sup
port HOAP, that HOAP has attractive 
goals-attempting to provide home
ownership to very low-income families in 
rural areas where alternate forms of 
housing, such as rental housing, is 
limited. 

But let us look at the cost: Even 
though the Appropriations Committee 
describes the program as only a pilot
demonstration program, the first year 
appropriations level is $200 million. But 
this is merely the tip of the iceberg. Since 
the HOAP subsidy would be an add-on to 
the existing section 502 mortgage interest 
subsidy prorram, we must add the two to
gether to measure the total budget im
pact. Thus the total fiscal year 1980 cost 
for a "pilot program" would be $370 mil
lion. Had the program been fully funded 
at the administration request of $1.0 bil
lion, the total cost of the program would 
have been a whopping $1.8 billion the 
first year. 

The outyear costs of the program are 
especially disturbing. The $370 million is 
understated because there was no ad
justment for inflation in the original cost 
estimate. Because the contracts run for 
33 years, future inflation will drive costs 
considerably higher. I am sorry to say 
we will have inflation in the future. The 
true cost of HOAP may be 40-50 percent, 
or even more, higher than the original 
$370 million for initial funding. This is 
a tremendously high cost for a program 
to assist 3,000 families. Three thousand 
families is, frankly, a drop in the bucket. 
If we add 3,000 more families a year, the 
costs will grow proportionately. And, if 
the program is ever expanded to serve a 
significant percentage of the people eli
gible for it, the costs will literally be 
astronomical. 

I think we have to face the fact that 
there are some things Government sim
ply cannot afford to do in times like 
these, and trying to meet the total hous
ing needs of this segment of our popula
tion I consider to be one of those things. 

There are still more costs. Because of 
the complexity of administering the pro
gram, a bureaucracy of FmHA personnel 
would be needed to check eligibility, to 
monitor the necessary separate reserve 
accounts for maintenance, insurance and 
taxes, and to administer the recapture 
provision. The recapture provision is 
touted as a selling point of HOAP, but 
it will operate only if the property is sold 
to a noneligible, unsubsidized buyer. 

This, of course, would leave fewer hous
ing units available to low-income people. 

Furthermore, I do not believe that the 
proposed initiation of HOAP adequately 
takes into account the efforts already be
ing made under other Federal programs 
on the housing problems of low-income 
people living in rural areas. For example, 
FmHA's section 504 very low-income 
housing repair grant and loan program 
provides grants and loans to low-income 
people to make essential repairs to homes 
to correct health and safety hazards. The 
self-help housing program assists groups 
of families in building homes through 
so-called "sweat equity." 

Although this program originally was 
targeted to families with incomes of less 
than $5,000, it is now primarily assisting 
families with incomes ranging from 
$7,000 to $11,000. We probably need to 
rework this program so that it assists the 
people for whom it was originally tar
geted, although $7,000 to $11,000 is cer
tainly low income by most standards. 
FmHA also administers a portion of the 
section 8 rental assistance program. Un
der that authority, FmHA will make 
commitments next year for 10,000 units 
of newly constructed housing which will 
cost $1.5 billion or more over the next 
40 years. 

Modification or expansion of these on
going programs would be a preferable 
way of assisting additional lower-income 
people without producing the budgetary 
nightmare that HOAP will bring. In 
addition, various welfare programs pro
vide substantial amounts of money which 
help low income people pay housing and 
other living costs. So it simply is inac
curate to suggest that the Federal Gov
ernment is not doing anything to help 
house the rural poor. 

I believe that even the pilot program, 
as conceived by the Appropriations Com
mittee, threatens fiscal trouble. The au
thorization in the housing act is for a 
fully operational program of $1 billion 
per year and I fear it would only be a 
matter of time before the program 
reached an even higher level. 

This year's pilot program will inevi
tably become next year's full-fledged on
going program. Moreover, this year's 
rural homeownership program will in
evitably become next year's urban home
ownership program. 

So what we are starting here, Mr. 
President, is a vastly expensive new ap
proach to housing which I feel the 
country can ill afford. 

We have already witnessed the dis
aster of HUD's section 236 program 
which had to be suspended after only 
5 years of operation in 1973. Even though 
section 235 was later reactivated, the 
program was substantially revised and 
subsidies are not nearly as deep as 
HOAP. We simply cannot allow ourselves 
to repeat our past mistakes. 

If FmHA is allowed to start the HOAP 
program, Mr. President, I think it is safe 
to predict that we will soon have costs 
of $5 billion per year, or even more. Even 
at that spending level, the program 
would still reach only a small fraction 
of those who would qualify. The program 
would also undoubtedly cause resent-
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ment and bitterness on the part of peo
ple just above the income limitations. 
We would have very low income people 
living in housing substantially better 
than people with higher incomes can 
afford. 

Congress is simply going to have to 
accept the fact that there are limita
tions on how much money we can 
spend-on how many new programs we 
can start-and on how many good things 
we can try to do. It is to this end that I 
am joining in offering this amendment 
to the agriculture a;ppropriations bill to 
delete appropriations for HOAP. I trust 
that the Senate will join us in defeating 
funding for this program, and not 
launch us into this expensive new en
deavor. 

Mr. President, I reserve the remainder 
of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time ? 

Mr. MUSK.IE. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield 
whatever time the Senator may require 
to the distinguished Senator from 
Maine. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank my friend from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. President, I join my good friend 
and colleague, the ranking minority 
mem,ber of the Committee on the Budg
et, in support of his amendment. The 
bill that we have before us, the Agricul
ture, Rural Development, and related 
agencies appropriations bill for fiscal 
1980, in its present form, is such that I 
must oppose it as reported and support 
the Bellman amendment, which I believe 
will improve its budgetary impact. Be
fore I discuss the amendment, however, 
I should like to commend briefly on the 
relationship of the bill to the overall 
budget targets. 

To begin with, the bill as reported pro
vides $16.8 billion in new budget author
ity. Outlays associated with the bill to
tal $13 billion. 

Under section 302(b) of the Budget 
Act, the Appropriations Committee di
vides among its subcommittees the total 
budget authority and outlays allocated to 
the committee under the first budget res
olution. Technically, H.R. 4387 is within 
this allocation. However, this is of little
consequence at this point, for it is now 
clear that pressures for increased spend
ing are projected to force the full Appro
priations Committee well above its total 
budget allocation. 

Mr. President, we confront a very dif
ficult and dangerous situation. On May 
23, when the Senate passed the first 
budget resolution by a vote of 72 to 17, 
I took this as a sign that the Senate was 
prepared to meet the two major fiscal 
challenges of controlling inflation and 
balancing the budget. Yet today, I must 
report to the Senate that the total of 
regular and supplemental appropriation 
bills expected to be reported exceed the 
targets of the first budget resolution by 
more than $5 billion. 

If enacted, these appropriations will 
result in the fiscal year 1980 deficit ris
ing to a level higher than the fiscal year 
1979 deficit. Clearly such an outcome-

coming at a time when the Congress is 
attempting to shrink and eventually 
eliminate the Federal budget deficit-is 
unacceptable. 

In this situation, I feel I have no 
alternative but to support those who 
seek reductions in appropriations which 
are not of compelling necessity. There
fore, I shall vote for the Bellmon amend
ment to eliminate from H.R. 4387 $196 
million in startup appropriations for a 
new homeownership assistance pro
gram-commonly referred to by its 
acronym as HOAP. 

By way of background, it should be 
recalled that this new program was first 
authorized in the Housing and Commu
nity Development Amendments of 1978, 
as a supplement to the existing section 
502 interest credit program of the Farm
ers Home Administration. 

The section 502 program subsidizes 
down to 1 percent the mortgage interest 
rates paid by participating low-income 
rural homeowners. For rural dwellers 
whose incomes are too low to enable 
them to use the section 502 program, 
HOAP would provide supplementary 
grants. Eligible rural families would pay 
25 percent of their adjusted incor • .~es 
toward mortgage principal and interest 
payments, taxes, insurance, utilities and 
maintenance, with the Federal Govern
ment paying the remainder. Commit
ments would run for up to 33 years. 

Mr. President, although H.R. 4387 pro
vides appropriations of only $196 million 
to begin funding for HOAP, once begun, 
the program is expected to require con
tinuing appropriations of nearly $1 bil
lion per year. Thus this appropriation 
now before us represents only the open
ing wedge. Make no mistake about it, 
once funded, HOAP will become a per
manent and enormously expensive addi
tion to the Federal budget. 

Mr. President, as I have just noted, 
the projected cost of HOAP itself is 
nearly $1 billion per year. However, 
since the HOAP subsidy would be an 
add-on to the section 502 interest credit 
subsidy, it is necessary to add the two 
together in order to measure the total 
budget impact involved. 

According to FmHA figures, the sec
tion 502 subsidy would be expected to 
require appropriations of $860 million. 
Therefore, the total fiscal year 1980 cost 
of section 502 and HOAP together 
would be $1.8 billion. 

Mr. President, it appears likely that 
even this does not state the true long
term cost of the two programs. Analysis 
by Senate Budget Committee staff indi
cates that even this $1.8 billion-per-year 
cost projection seriously understates the 
Government's financial exposure at the 
16,000 units per year program level in
tended. This is because these projections 
do not make any allowance for inflation. 
Since contracts will run for up to 33 
years, inflation must be factored into 
cost calculations if those calculations 
are to have any meaning. 

Using very conservative assumptions
that both incomes and the variable cost, 
nonmortgage components of the HOAP 
subsidy grow at an average annual rate 
of 6 percent over the next 33 years-it 
turns out that assistance for 16,000 addi-

tiona! units per year would be expected 
to cost an average of $2.6 billion per 
year, or 40 percent more than the $1.8 
billion which has been estimated. 

Mr. President, even if there were no 
other problems with HOAP, initial ap
propriations should not be provided un
til the program's budgetary implications 
are fully understood and appreciated, 
and until something is done to reduce its 
expected cost. Unfortunately, however, 
there are other problems with HOAP in 
addition to those I have already men
tioned. 

To begin with, it appears that HOAP 
would be extremely expensive and com
plex to administer. For each housing 
until assisted, FmHA personnel could be 
required to establish and monit.or in
come levels, set up and run separate re
serve accounts for maintenance and for 
insurance and taxes, calculate and make 
periodic payments of utility allowances, 
and make sure that the property is well 
maintained. Because the program is so 
labor-intensive, .staff increases could be 
required, further adding to the cost. 

In addition, one of the major selling 
points of the program is its so-called 
recapture provision, under which FmHA 
would be expected to recover a portion 
of its subsidy payments from the appre
ciation in any assisted property's value 
when that property is sold. However, 
for the recapture provision to work, the 
property must be sold to an unsubsi
dized buyer. Such a sale Mr. President, 
would reduce the number of housing 
units available to low-income people, 
and force the Government to subsidize 
additional low-income housing units. 

Questions have also been raised, Mr. 
President, about the need for this ex
pensive new program, when we already 
have so many existing programs provid
ing for various rural housing needs. 
For example, according to Administra
tion figures, 44 percent of rural people 
living in substandard housing units are 
over 60 years of age. Both the section 202 
and public housing programs provide 
subsidized housing for elderly people. In 
many other cases, substandard rural 
housing can be brought up to code with 
the assistance of the section 504 program 
that makes loans and grants to repair or 
construct additions to existing housing. 
And for people whose incomes are so low 
that costs must be reduced still further 
if they are to be able to afford decent, 
safe, and sanitary housing, creative use 
can be made of a combination of the 
section 502 interest credit program, the 
section 504 program providing grants 
and loans to repair or construct addi
tions to houses, and the mutual and self
help housing program under which 
groups of 6 to 10 families build their own 
homes by mutually exchanging labor. 

Finally, Mr. President, if the Gov
ernment begins a major program sub
sidizing mortgage principal, interest, 
taxes, insurance, utilities, and mainte
nance payments for low-income rural 
people, it will be difficult if not impossi
ble to resist extension of such subsidies 
to all low-income individuals. The po
tential cost and budgetary impact of such 
an extension, which would undermine 
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our efforts to balance the Federal budget, 
must be considered in deciding whether 
to fund this new program. 

We do have real and significant rural 
housing needs in this country, Mr. Presi
dent, and I have always supported ef
forts to meet those needs through sound 
well-planned programs. Unfortunately, 
HOAP does not appear to be such a 
program, and therefore I oppose its 
funding. If it is funded, I fear that its 
enormous cost, combined with the other 
problems I have cited, would make it 
that much more difficult for rural hous
ing supporters to convince the Execu
tive and the Congress to give rural 
housing its fair share of funds. Thus, I 
believe that in the long run such a poorly 
designed program would harm, rather 
than help in the battle to provide de
cent housing in rural areas. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I would 
say simply to my colleagues that we face 
a very serious problem. If we are not 
careful, at a time when we are seeking 
to shrink the deficit, we are going to en
large it instead. Surely we must all find 
this an extraordinarily unattractive 
prospect. 

We knew at the time we enacted the 
first budget resolution that there was no 
room for starting an expensive new pro
gram such as this. And since that time 
the budget targets have become much 
tighter, not looser. We cannot preach 
budget balance and inflation tighting 
when that is good politics-at budget 
resolution time-and then practice prof
ligate spending when that appears to 
offer some momentary advantage-at 
appropriations time-as though the 
budget and appropriations processes 
bear no relation to one another. 

Mr. President, we just cannot conduct 
the Nation's fiscal business in that fash
ion. Rather, we must begin today to 
demonstrate restraint, or there will be 
no balanced budget in the foreseeable 
future, and there will be no fiscal re
straint against inflation. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re-
mainder of my time. · 

(During the preceding remarks, Sen
ator MoRGAN assumed the chair.) 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Will the Senator 
from Oklahoma yield 3 minutes? 

Mr. BELLMON. I will be happy to 
yield to the distinguished chairman of 
the Committee on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

But before that, Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that a "Dear Col
league" letter signed by the distin
guished Senator from Wisconsin, the 
distinguished Senator from Maine, the 
distinguished Senator from Utah, and 
myself, be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

U. S. SENATE, 
Washington, D .C., July 17, 1979. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: We confront a very dif
ficult situation. At the present rate-when 
all the regular and foreseeable supplemental 
appropriation bills are taken into account
the Appropriations Committee may exceed 
the funds allocated to it under the Budget 

Resolution by as much as $5.6 billion in 
budget authority and $4.7 billion in outlays, 
contributing to a deficit for 1980 which may 
actually be hi~her than the deficit for 1979. 
Clearly such an outcome-coming at a time 
when the Congress is attempting to shrink 
and eventually eliminate the Federal 
budget deficit-is unacceptable. 

In this situation, we feel we have no alter
native but to seek reductions in appropria
tions which are not of compelling necessity 
at this time. Therefore, we are requesting 
your support for an amendment that we 
shall offer to H .R. 4387, the Agriculture Ap
propriations Bill, to eliminate funding for a 
new Homeownership Assistance Program 
(HOAP) . 

H .R. 4387 contains a $196 million appro
priation to provide start-up funding for 
HOAP. Once begun, this new program is pro
jected to require continuing appropriations 
of $1 billion per year. Under HOAP, eligible 
low-income homeowners would pay 25 % of 
their adjusted incomes toward mortgage 
principal and interest payments, taxes, in
surance, utilities and maintenance, with the 
Government paying the remainder. 

As was made clear during Senate consid
eration of the First Budget Resolution, and 
again last week during debate on the Rural 
Housing Amendments (S. 1064) , the Con
gressionally approved budget assumes no 
funding for this program. Further, the 
House Agriculture Appropriations Bill pro
vides no funding for the program, and it 
was included in the Senate bill only on the 
basis of a razor thin, 14 to 13 vote. 

We believe funding for HOAP to be un
desirable for the following reasons : 

In this tight-budget year, there is no room 
for this expensive and unnecessary new pro
gram. Our scarce resources should be allo
cated to higher priority uses. 

Existing Federal programs already provide 
for the entire range of rural housing needs, 
at a cost of well over $5 billion per year. 

The $196 million included in the Agricul
ture Appropriations Bill is merely a foo t in 
the door. Once begun, HOAP itself would cost 
at least $1 billion per year, and together with 
the additional costs of the "Section 502" pro
gram it supplements, would result in t otal 
program housing subsidies of $2 .6 billion per 
year. 

Even this estimate in all likelihood under
states the effects of inflation since HOAP 
costs include utilities, which are likely to 
increase much faster than the average rate of 
inflation. The subsidy for utility payments, 
therefore, could become a runaway cost 
element. 

The program would be extremely expensive 
and complex to administer. 

A major selling point of the program, the 
recapture provision, would require units to 
be sold to unsubsidized purchasers. This 
would reduce the number of units occupied 
by low-income families , and force the govern
ment to build additional low-income hous
ing units merely to stay even . 

Before the Government begins a major 
new program subsidizing homeownership 
costs, the potential costs and budgetary im
pact, which could u n dermine our efforts to 
balance the Federal budget, should be con
sidered in deciding whether to fund this new 
program. 

We agree that there are real and significant 
rural housing needs, and we support efforts 
to meet those needs through sound, well
planned programs. Unfortunately, HOAP is 
not such a program. If funded, its enormous 
cost, combined with the numerous other 
problems we have cited could make it more 
difficult in the future for rural housing sup
porters to secure a fair share of funds for 
rural housing. 

We ask you to join with us in voting to 

eliminate the proposed appropriation to be
gin funding for this expensive and ill-con
ceived program. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY BELLMON, 

Ranking Minority Member, Committee 
on the Budget . 

JAK'E GARN, 
Ranking Minority Member, Committee, 

on Banking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs . 

EDMUND S . MUSKIE, 
Chairman, Committee on the Budget. 

Wn.LIAM PROXMIRE, 
Chairman, Committee on Banking, Hous

ing, and Urban Affairs. 

Mr. BELLMON. Does the Senator 
want 3 minutes? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Three minutes. 
Mr. BELLMON. I yield to the Sena

tor from Wisconsin. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Senator from Wisconsin is recognized. 
Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

thank the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma. 

Mr. President, I rise in support of 
the amendment. Adoption of this 
amendment is a crucial test of whether 
or not the Senate is prepared to live by 
the discipline established by the first 
budget resolution. 

Mr. President, in today's world, com
bating infta tion is our most critical 
economic priority. Congress must con
tribute its share to this struggle, and this 
means we must hold down Federal 
spending and move toward a balanced 
budget. 

If we are to meet the test of fiscal re
straint, we simply cannot afford to 
ignore the first budget resolution. Un
fortunately, with respect to the home
ownership assistance program, the bill, 
as reported by the committee, does just 
that. The congressiQnally approved 
budget assumes no funding for this new 
program. Thus, the entire $196 million 
contained in the bill represents an in
crease above the budget resolution. 

Further, it must be stressed that the 
homeownership assistance program is 
a new program and the $196 million ap
propriation contained in the bill is Ll'l
tended merely to provide startup fund
ing. It is anticipated that once the pro
gram is in operation, it would cost at 
least $1 billion a· year. 

Mr. President, the Nation does have 
very serious rural housing needs, and we 
must continue to work to meet these 
needs. We have substantial existing pro
grams to meet these needs, and the 
pending amendment would not affect 
these existing programs. Given the 
reality of toda;y, I say that now, of all 
times, is emphatically not the time to 
begin a new and costly program such as 
the homeownership assistance program. 
I urge the Senate to favorably consider 
the amendment. 

Mr. President, I am glad to join in sup
port of the amendment by the Senator 
from Oklahoma and the Senator from 
Maine. I think this amendment is essen
tial. 

I do so with a heavy heart, though, 
recognizing how hard the distinguished 
chairman of the subcommittee <Mr. 
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EAGLETON) has worked on this bill to try 
to hold down the cost, conscientiously. 
He is right about the great need for rural 
housing. 

The occupant of the chair <Mr. 
MoRGAN) has done a fine job on our com
mittee in that respect. But the need is 
far from met. 

The fact is, however, that rural hous
ing is available in the section 502 inter
est credit program, which subsidizes 
homeowner mortgage interest payments 
down to 1 percent. For those who cannot 
afford that there is public housing, the 
section 8 program, the Farmers Home 
Administration rural rental assistance 
program, and others. 

The difficulty, Mr. President, is that we 
are proposing a new program. The cost 
of the program in this present bill is one 
of great concern because, of course, it 
does exceed the budget resolution. 

Therefore, on that ground alone, it 
would be very hard to support. 

But as other Senators pointed out, this 
is a new program, a startup program, and 
the potential is perfectly enormous. 

As I understand it, the analysis by the 
staff of the Budget Committee indicates 
that by 1982, at the program levels in
tended by the administration, the pro
gram could require $3.5 billion in budget 
authority. After 5 years of operation, the 
program would require annual outlays of 
over $400 million. 

As I say, we do have other programs to 
help those who need housing. They are 
not adequate. We wish they could be. But 
under present circumstances, we simply 
have to say "no" and draw the line. 

I think the Senator from Maine and 
the Senator from Oklahoma are exactly 
right in arguing that if we mean busi
ness in standing by the resolution which 
this body passed only a few short months 
ago, 2 or 3 months ago, we simply have to 
adopt this amendment and knock out a 
program which otherwise would indicate 
we are on. the road to more spending, 
more deficits, more inflation. 

For that reason, Mr. President. I sup
port the amendment. 

I recognize, as I say, that the Senator 
from Missouri and others have worked 
very hard on it, and have done a fine job 
on the subcommittee. 

Mr. President, I thank my friend for 
yielding. 

Mr. STEW ART. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield 5 minutes to 
the distinguished Senator from Alabama. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alabama. 

Mr. STEWART. Mr. President, I sup
port, and I urge my Senate colleagues 
to support the recommendation of the 
Committee on Appropriations to fund a 
limited rural homeownership assistance 
program (HOAP) in 1980. I urge my col
leagues to reject the amendment to elim
inate the program proposed by the Sena
tor from Maine. 

Rural Americans have sought a home
ownership assistance program for lower 
income families since early in this decade. 
After much deliberation, Congress en
acted the program in the Housing Act of 
1978. In January of this year, the admin
istration requested that the program be 

started with funding for some 15,000 
units. The authorizing legislation was in
troduced and has already been passed. 
For the Senate now to reverse the recom
mendation of its Committee on Appro
priations to fund a limited program of 
only 3,000 units and to eliminate the pro
gram, would be a betrayal of rural Amer
ica, and a vote of no confidence in the 
Farmers Home Administration. I do not 
believe the Senate would knowingly turn 
its back on rural Americans, or indicate 
that it has lost confidence in the Farm
ers Home Administration. 

The Farmers Home Administration 
has, since the enactment of the Housing 
Act of 1949, aided more than 1.3 million 
American families living in smaller com
munities and rural areas to become 
homeowners. This achievement has been 
realized at relatively little cost to the 
American taxpayer. It is clear, however, 
that the FmHA can no longer in this pe
riod of escalating housing prices reach 
many rural families who need housing. 

Of 4 million rural families now living 
in substandard housing, 3 million cannot 
qualify for mortgage loans under present 
FmHA home ownership programs. Nor 
can they generally find decent rental 
housing in their communities. 

It was for this group that the Farmers 
Home Administration, together with 
concerned rural housing groups, designed 
the homeownership assistance program 
which is how part of the national housing 
law. The program was designed not only 
to target Federal funds to lower income 
families in desperate need of housing, 
but to assure, at the same time, that 
Federal funds would be prudently used. 
Homeownership counseling, regular ac
counting, and maintenance activities, 
and a special recapture provision, under 
which subsidies paid out would be re
turned to the Treasury at the time of the 
resale of the house, were built into the 
program. 

Through such statutory requirements, 
the HOAP should protect and minimize 
the Federal investment. 

Mr. President, I believe it is important 
that the Senate uphold the recommenda
tion of the Committee on Appropriations. 
I urge the Senate to reject the amend
ment and to approve the recommended 
funding for rural homeownership assist
ance in fiscal year 1980. 

It has been argued by those who would 
amend the bill that the rural homeown
ership assistance program "is not of 
compelling necessity at this time." 

I would like to know what is more 
compelling than the facts of rural pov
erty and the substandard housing con
ditions that low income rural families 
are forced to accept today. What can be 
more compelling, at a time when most 
Americans are being told they consume 
too much oil, too much meat, too much 
of everything, what can be more com
pelling than the picture of small chil
dren being reared in a shack with a 
slanting front porch roof and windows 
that are rotting out. What can be more 
compelling than the picture of an in
dustrious couple that have worked the 
land for many long years, paid their bills 
regularly, and find that they cannot af
ford or find decent housing. 

Mr. President, rural America has, for 
too, long, waited for help from Wash
ington. 

Mr. President, I should also like to 
speak to a question that was raised by 
people in the housing industry. Some 
concern was expressed by homebuilders 
in my State-and other Members of the 
Senate might have heard from home
builders in their States-who are con
cerned that the program we are now 
discussing would take funds away from 
the critically needed moderate-income 
home loan program administered by the 
Farmers Home Administration. 

I want to report, after having heard 
from Mr. Vandal Guarlee, president of 
the National Homebuilders Association, 
who comes from my State, that this con
cern is no longer held by him or the 
homebuilders of this country. 

Both the Senate and the House ap
propriation bills have restored funds for 
the moderate-income housing program 
that were cut in the administration's 
budget. Both bills authorize $800 million 
in loans, the figure thought by the Na
tional Association of Homebuilders to 
meet the demands they saw in that par
ticular program in this country. 

In light of this, I am glad to report 
that the National Association of Horne
builders, ::tccording to their president, 
support the recommended appropria
tions for this particular program as 
recommended by the Appropriations 
Committee. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Senator has used 5 minutes. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield the Senator 
2 additional minutes. 

Mr. STEW ART. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I suggest to those who 

are arguing against this particular 
amendment that in times of difficulties 
economically, we often forget those who 
need our help the most at the national 
level. I can think of no group of people 
w~o need our help more, particularly 
With regard to housing, than those in 
the rural communities of this country. 

This is a model program. It will not 
reach all the needs there are, but it is a 
beginning; and I urge my colleagues to 
vote with us in opposition to this amend
ment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield myself such 
time as I may consume. 

Mr. President, during 1978 the admin
ist:ation asked ~ongress to 'enact legis
la twn a~d . provide funding to comple
~ent exiStmg programs to assist low
mcome rural Americans in need of de
cent housing. The authorizing legislation 
was included in the Housing and Com
munity Development Amendments of 
1978, but the program has not been 
fl!nded .. I ~m asking that the Senate pro
VIde a limited appropriation to start and 
test this program. 

The deplorable housing situation in 
the more remote sections of rural Amer
ica ~ontinues to represent a major fail
ure m what we like to think of as our 
highly developed modern society. 

Studies tell us that some 4 million 
families in rural areas are deprived of 
adequate housing; one of the most basic 
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ingredients in the quality of life that 
the rest of us take for granted. 

Last year, a study conducted by the 
Office of Management and Budget, the 
Department of Agriculture, and the De
partment of Housing and Urban Devel
opment showed that: One out of six 
families in rural areas live in deficient 
housing; 1.9 million rural housing units 
either lack complete plumbing or are 
physically deteriorating; another 780,-
000 rural homes are overcrowded; 1.2 
million households are paying rents 
which exceed 25 percent of their income, 
thus creating an untenable economic 
burden. 

Over 75 percent of families living in 
substandard rural housing have incomes 
of less than $7,000 a year. Two-thirds 
have less than a $5,000 income and 40 
percent exist on under $3,000. 

Three-fourths of the substandard 
rural housing is in communities with less 
than 2,500 population. 

People over 60 years old occupy over 40 
percent of the deficient housing. 

This situation is morally and socially 
unacceptable. 

Current Federal housing programs 
have been criticized for their failure to 
serve people on the lower level of the 
economic scale. Inflation is one of the 
major culprits in foiling attempts to 
serve the poor. Families, who may h ave 
been able to afford at least a ! -percent 
interest rate a few years ago, n ow find 
themselves priced completely out of the 
h ousing market. In 1970, the average cost 
of homes built by the Farmers Home Ad
ministration under its 502 low-income 
housing program was $12,990. By 1978, 
that figure rose to $27,947. Undoubtedly 
the average cost of these model'fate homes 
h as increased substantially in the inter
vening months. 

The housing study cited earlier shows 
that FmHA programs h ave accounted for 
about 10 percent of the reduction of sub
standard rural housing. Although that 
is commendable, it falls far short of the 
goal of serving rural residents who need 
it the most. 

The minimum practical eligibility re
quirement for the existing FmHA home 
ownership program is $7,000 annual in
come. That is considered to be the lowest 
income at which a household can afford 
home ownership with a !-percent inter
est rate. As has been noted, over 75 per
cent of substandard housing in rural 
areas is occupied by households having 
less income than needed to qualify for 
this program. 

The home ownership assistance pro:. 
grtam <HOAP) , which has been provided 
limited funding in H.R. 4387, is intended 
to help those most in need obtain decent, 
safe, and sanitary housing. The program 
is designed for those unable to afford 
housing, even at 1 percent interest. It 
will operate only in areas where assisted 
rental housing is not available or suit
able. Thus it provides a chance for fam
ilies living in the least populated rural 
areas who generally exist on incomes of 
$7,000 per year or less to obtain decent 
housing. 

Some of my colleagues, of course, have 
some doubts about HOAP, and they have 
been expressed. They are justifiably con-

cerned over failures in some previous 
Federal programs and believe the costs 
will impact the budget to a far greater 
degree than projected by the adminis
tration. I intend to allay those concerns. 

The administration's budget author
ization request is lower than would be 
requested for a comparable rental sub
sidy program. FmHA cites the history 
of its section 502 program where the 
average family receiving interest sub
sidy has moved to an unsubsidized status 
in 7 V2 years, and where the average 
borrower leaves the program in 12 to 14 
years. FmHA sees current inflation and 
interest rates lengthening both average 
periods, but maintains that few if any 
families will remain in the HOAP pro
gram for the full 33-year life of the loan. 

There is little likelihood that funding 
HOAP will trigger a similar program in 
urban areas. The law expressly limits 
HOAP to rural areas where assisted 
rental housing cannot meet low-income 
family needs. FmHA provides rental 
housing loans in many rural communi
ties, as do HUD and the State housing 
finance agencies. There is n o doubt at 
all that rental housing is economically 
feasible and available in urban areas. 

Mr. President, the Agriculture Appro
priations Subcommittee, considered the 
HOAP proposal in full cognizance of 
housing needs in relation to the need for 
economic restraints. The HOAP program 
contains features which will h elp obtain 
a socioeconomic balance. FmHA will 
build in a priority for existing housing 
that does or will meet standards. This 
requirement and HOAP limitation to 
smaller communities will tend to elimi
nate the possibility for large concentra
tions of families receiving this assist
ance. 

Concern has been expressed about the 
ability of low-income families to manage 
home maintenance. A number of steps 
will be taken to assure that HOAP 
homes will be kept up. Maintenance al
lowance schedules will be developed for 
differing house types, sizes, and ages by 
FmHA in each State and used to guide 
the agency in counseling with families 
in the program. 

A long-term and extraordinary main
tenance reserve will be developed to as
sure that HOAP families are not left 
without the capability to pay for major 
repairs and replacements. Finally, the 
recapture program, of which I will say 
more, has been designed to provide fi
nancial incentives for families that oc
cupy and keep their homes in good con
dition. FmHA supervisors will make at 
least one inspection and counseling visit 
per year to the homes of HOAP re
cipients. 

FmHA has had some delinquency 
problems in its regular section 502 home 
ownership program, which, after all, 
serves families unable to obtain other 
credit. Two problem areas which have 
contributed significantly to these prob
lems have been the absence of tax and 
insurance escrowing and the effect of 
rapidly increasing heat and utility costs. 
There will be escrowing in HOAP and a 
utility allowance will be included. In 
addition, FmHA has implemented new 
and much higher thermal standards 

which were designed to help keep util
ity costs down. 

Mr. President, a unique feature in the 
HOAP legislation is the subsidy recap
ture provision. Under this concept, which 
is already in force for interest subsidy in 
the section 502 program, the Govern
ment lays claim to a part of the appreci
ated value of the home when it is sold. 

The administration recognized that 
housing low-income people is expensive. 
It searched for lesser costing remedies 
than HOAP and found none. They also 
recognized the demands on public funds 
and the need for fiscal integrity. Subsidy 
recapture was the local answer, wherein 
low-income families agree to return a 
portion of their potential appreciation 
for the opportunity to receive necessary 
subsidies. FmHA projections indicate 
that the HOAP subsidies can be funded, 
even at the administration's requested 
level, within the recapture of interest 
subsidy in t he existing program. 

The rate of recapture depends on a 
number of factors including the rate of 
appreciation, the number of years as
sistance is provided before the borrower 
graduates into higher categories, the 
amount of subsidy granted and the num
ber of years that r ecipients occupy their 
homes. FmHA estimates that it will 
recapture over 50 percent of the com
bined HOAP and interest subsidies. Their 
estimates were reinforced by a May 1979 
limited spot survey of section 502 sales in 
20 States where the annual appreciation 
rate approached 10% percent. 

It is somewhat ironic that the 1980 
budget message recognizes almost $20 
billion in housing subsidies through t ax 
exemptions, most of which go t o middle
and upper-income families, and none of 
which is recoverable. 

Mr. President, I can summarize by 
noting that HOAP is a well-thought out 
approach to a severe problem. It counters 
the necessity for larger subsidy costs 
with the means to share appreciation. 
Problems will not go away, because we 
refuse to look any further than the need 
to curtail spending. 

This spending has been most carefully 
programed by the administration, and 
the Committee on Appropriations has 
limited the targeted pilot demonstra
tion program to very, very limited 
dimensions. 

I think, Mr. President, that HOAP 
deserves the chance to be tested and I 
believe it will succeed. I urge my col
leagues to vote against the Bellmon 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent, on behalf of Senator MoYNIHAN, 
that Mr. Ted Blanton be accorded the 
privilege of the floor during the pend
ancy of this bill. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. BAu
cus) . Without objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I ask 
for the yeas and nays on the Bellman 
amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
e Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, H.R. 
4387 which provides appropriations for 
the Department of Agriculture is of rna-
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jor importance to our Nation in general 
and rural America in particular. I urge 
passage of the bill as reported by the 
full Appropriations Committee. A spe
cial note of gratitude is due to the sub
committee and its distinguished chair
man, Senator EAGLETON, for a fine job 
under difficult circumstances. 

Few of the programs of the USDA are 
more important than those administered 
by the Farmers Home Administration 
<FmHA) . The FmHA is the lender of 
last resort for farmers, families, and 
communities. The agency has had a re
markable record of service over the 
years and deserves high commendation. 
I wish, Mr. President, to address myself 
to one small program funded for the first 
time in this bill. This is the homeowner-

. ship assistance program, known as 
HOAP. 

Few things are as important to people 
as a. decent place to live. As a nation. 
we have attached special recognition to 
this fact by making it a matter of na
tional commitment. As a matter of fact, 
Mr. President, this is the 30th anniver
sary of that commitment made first in 
the National Housing Act of 1949 and 
renewed periodically since then. I want 
to say that we have made much progress 
toward ·that goal and commitment. Un
fortunately, we still have a way to go. 

There are still millions of Americans 
who continue to live under terrible con
ditions having escaped the progress 
achieved since 1949. Unfortunately, all 
too many of these Americans live in our 
Nation's rural communities. These in
clude Indians on reservations, people 
who live in small midwestern commu
nities, blacks in the South and Chicanos 
in the Southwest. This is a situation 
which concerns us all and which the 
FmHA programs address. 

Until this year, however, it was not 
possible for the FmHA with its authority 
to deal with all situations in rural 
America. Large numbers of the rural 
people who live in substandard housing 
are very poor and live in the most rural 
communities. FmHA estimates that in 
1975 over 75 percent of the substandard 
housing was in nonmetropolitan com
munities of 2,500 or less and most of 
this was occupied by people who had in
comes under $7,000 annually. 

These families often live where there 
are few active housing authorities, de
velopers, or entrepreneurs. Banks and 
savings and loans do not abound in such 
areas. The lack of such institutions pre
vent the delivery of most housing re
sources. Rising costs made many of these 
rural people unable to use the section 
502 homeownership program, even with 
full interest credit program. The enact
ment of HOAP into law in the final days 
of the 95th Congress was an attempt to 
deal with this problem. The authority 
was requested by the administration as 
were appropriations fOl" fiscal years 1979 
and 1980. 

The Agriculture Appropriations Sub
committee, acting with a balance which 
recognizes both the housing needs of 
rural people and the pressure for fiscal 
restraint, has recommended a modest 
amo~nt of money to conduct a highly 
restriCted demonstration program. Some 
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3,000 families will be provided assistance 
in fiscal year 1980 to get out of sub
standard housing and achieve home
ownership. Given the fact that there are 
more than 2 million families living in 
substandard housing in small rural com
munities, this is a modest beginning, 
indeed. 

It is incumbent on us to provide the 
wherewithall to the FmHA to serve those 
most in need in rural America. HOAP 
deserves the overwhelming support of 
this Congress. This is an important pro
gram to make it possible for decent 
housing to be available for all Americans 
and to maintain viable rural commu
nities.• 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 5 minutes? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield 5 minutes to 
the Senator from North Carolina. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, I urge 
my colleagues to support the recommen
dations of the Committee on Appropria
tions which call for the funding of a lim
ited homeownership ass.fstance program 
in rural areas in fiscal year 1980. I op
pose the amendment offered by the Sena
tors from Maine and Oklahoma, and 
would like to address some of the con
cerns they have ra.ised in their remarks. 

I say in the beginning, Mr. President, 
that there are no Members of this Sen
ate for whom I have higher regard than 
those who are offering and supporting 
this amendment and especially their con
cern for a balanced budget. I share the 
same concern. But it is a question of pri
orities. Because we have operated at a 
deficit and because we are trying to bal
ance the budget does not mean that we 
must or should eliminate meaningful pro
grams that will alleviate problems of 
great magnitude in this country. And this 
is one of those programs that I think 
will assist. 

The homeownership assistance pro
gram, enacted by Congress in 1978, is an 
important program for rural America. It 
fills a gap that has developed in recent 
years in the services which the Farmers 
Home Administration provides families 
in rural areas. OVer the years, FmHA has 
developed programs to assist all families 
to secure decent housing in areas of the 
country where mortgage credit is not 
available. It has a guaranteed loan pro
gram to help families with above-mod
erate income purchase homes. It has a 
basic homeowners loan program to aid 
moderate income families in obtaining 
mortgage credit. It has an interest
credit loan program for families unable 
to afford a mortgage loan at the Govern
ment's borrowing rate. And, since the 
Housing Act of 1978, it has a low-income 
homeownership assistance program for 
families whose incomes are too low now 
to support even an interest-credit loan. 

Studies have shown that there are 
many low income rural families living in 
substandard housing in areas where 
there is no alternative rental housing 
available. These families are stable, and 
credit worthy, but cannot afford even an 
interest credit loan under the inflation 
that now grips the economy of this 
country. The homeownership assistance 
program would enable these credit 
worthy families to become homebuyers 

with regular payments of 25 percent of 
their income. The program has unique 
requirements to assure that it will work 
and will minimize Federal outlays. It is 
targeted by law to aid low income fam
ilies only when there is no alternative 
rental housing available. The program 
will make use of existing housing where 
it is available. The program will include 
counseling services, regular housing in
spections and income reviews, escrow ac
counts for the payment of taxes and in
surance, and similar measures to assure 
program effectiveness. In order to reduce 
Federal outlays, the program provides for 
the recapture of Federal subsidies from 
the profits at the time the house is sold. 

The homeownership program has been 
called a budget buster. It is not in my 
opinion. The homeownership program 
was included by the administration in 
its 1980 budget. The budget provided for 
15,000 units of homeownership assist
·ance. The Senate authorizing bill, 
passed last week, contains the adminis
tration request. The comparable House 
bill also authorizes the program, but at 
a reduced level of some 7,500 units. The 
first budget resolution also includes the 
rural homeownership program, as a re
sult of a compromise between the Sen
ate and House positions. 

It has been said that the homeowner
ship program understates its real cost. 
In fact, it probably overstates them. As 
you know the budget authority for the 
program in fiscal year 1980 is based on 
the maximum financial exposure that 
may be encountered over the 33 year 
term of the mortgage. The real cost of 
the program is not however-is not likely 
to approach the maximum figure used 
by the budgeteers: 

First. The recapture of subsidies pro
vided by statute is very likely to reduce 
very significantly the Federal outlay. 

Second. Most of the families to be 
benefited by the program can be ex
pected to pay not only the starting 25 
percent payment, but an increased 
amount as their incomes increase. Some 
families will over a period of years grad
uate entirely off the subsidy list. 

Third. Few families will retain own
ership and receive subsidies over the 33 
year term of the mortgage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield 3 additional minutes? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield 3 additional 
minutes to the Senator from North Caro
lina. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. President, under 
existing FmHA programs, the average 
term of a mortgage is less than 15 years. 
It is well that we consider the maximum 
financial exposure of the Treasury when 
we consider authorizing a program. But 
we also should take into account the 
probability of that occurrence. The budg
et facts, based on experience and on the 
statutory requirements of the homeown
ership program, suggest that the real 
costs of the program to the Treasury 
are not likely to equal the costs as pre
sented in the budget. 

It has also been said that the rural 
homeownership assistance program is 
likely to suffer the same faults that befell 
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the section 235 program administered by 
HUD. 

There are substantial differences be
tween the section 235 program and the 
rural howeownership program. Section 
235 was an urban program, carried out 
on a large scale and introduced hastily 
in 1969. tt suffered the consequences of 
mass production with poor quality con
trol. 

There were widespread frauds in cer
tain cities. And there were large scale 
defaults that resulted from the closing of 
military bases and defense plants in 
communities where large scale develop
ments of section 235 housing were lo
cated. How different this experience with 
section 235 is from that being planned 
for the rural homeownership program. 

Under the rural program, there will be 
no large-scale development of assisted 
housing. There will be no mass produc
tion with poor quality control, or fraud 
on the scale that occurred in Detroit and 
Philadelphia. There will be no closing of 
military bases or aircraft plants such as 
occurred in Columbus, Ga., or Seattle, 
Wash., to create the conditions for large 
numbers of defaults. Mr. President, un
der the Farmers Home Administration, 
homeownership assistance will be pro
vided on a small scale, on a demonstra
tion basis. Farmers Home programs still 
operate on a very local and personal 
basis. The tradition of the county agent 
and the extension service is very unlike 
the mass production psychology that 
dominated Washington during the early 
days of HUD's section 235 program. The 
analogy that has been drawn between 
the two programs of homeownership as
sistance is flawed. 

Mr. President, the Appropriations 
Committee has recommended that a pro
gram of 3,000 units be authorized for the 
rural homeownership assistance program 
during fiscal year 1980. This is only one
fifth of the program recommended in the 
administration's budget and in the Sen
ate's recently passed housing bill. I 
would not call this a budget-busting rec
ommendation. I would call it modest and 
prudent. And I would say that this pro
gram is needed now-not 10 years from 
now. 

I urge my colleagues in the Senate once 
again, to support the committee's recom
mendation and to reject the proposed 
amendment. 

I thank the Chair and my dis tin
guished colleague from Missouri. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I yield 
myself 3 minutes. 

I have been interested in the com
ments by the distinguished Senator from 
North Carolina, but I cannot really 
understand how he can conclude that 
HOAP is basically much different from 
section 235 or other housing programs 
that have sort of a dismal track record. 

As I understand HOAP, it will be a 
deeper subsidy than any other housing 
program that has been undertaken; that 
it will likely prove to be over the term of 
the program even more expensive than 
any other program beca·use this subsidy 
includes not only the cost of housing but 
also the cost of utilities, maintenance, 

and insurance. and no other program at 
this time does that. 

So I think what we are launching here 
is a program on an admittedly relatively 
small scale in the rural areas, but once 
there are citizens who live in the cities 
who find out they are not being as well 
treated as their rural cousins, the pres
sure to spread the program nationwide 
will become enormous. 

If I understand the arithmetic appro
priately-and I welcome the Senator 
from North Carolina straightening me 
out in that if my arithmetic is wrong
we are providing about $370 million to 
take care of 3,000 units. So this figures 
out to be about $120,000 per unit. I real
ize that is over a 33-year life of the pro
gram, but I would say that the Members 
ought to realize that we are providing 
what is, in effect, an enormous subsidy, 
and if we do undertake to provide that 
subsidy for the full million households 
that are eligible, then the cost becomes 
about $100 billion. 

So I think we ought to realize this is a 
huge step we are about to take and that 
we ought to take it fully aware of what 
the ultimate costs may be. 
e Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, during 
its 94th session, Congress passed legis
lation which authorized the homeown
ership assistance program <HOAP). 

HOAP is a homeownership program 
of the Farmers Home Administration for 
lower income residents of rural areas. 
The program fills a gap in meeting the 
housing needs of rural residents in the 
$3,000-$7,000 range who are unable to 
take advantage of other farmers home 
housing programs. I am here to support 
my colleague, Senator EAGLETON, the 
chairman of the Agricultural Appro
priations Subcommittee, in recommend
ing modest funding for fiscal year 1980. 

OVer the years, some progress has 
been made in improving rural housing, 
but we have tended to ignore the brutal 
effects of inflation on housing opportuni
ties for low-income people. Old programs 
no longer reach the lowest income peo
ple whom they were intended to serve. 
HOAP is intended to do just that. And 
in the long term, providing homeown
ership opportunities rather than rent
ing will prove less costly. HOAP pro
vides a Federal subsidy for mortgage 
payments, taxes, utilities, insurance and 
maintenance in excess of 25 percent of 
the participating family's income. This 
subsidy will be recaptured over time as 
the family's income rises. 

HOAP has been carefully limited by 
Congress to those who cannot utilize 
other assisted housing programs, and to 
areas where rental programs are not 
available or suitable. The Farmers Home 
Administration, which developed and 
will administer the program, has de
signed HOAP to cope with the problems 
normally attributed to low-income hous
ing. They will use utility allowances, a 
long-term reserve for home mainte
nance, and escrows for taxes and in
surance. FmHA county supervisors will 
provide regular inspection and counsel
ing activities. 

Mr. President, we all know the need 
exists. Year after year, Congress receives 

a flood of statistics substantiating this 
great need, and large backlogs of ap
plications for Federal housing programs 
continue. National administrations, 
Democratic and Republican alike, faced 
with the necessity for curtailing spend
ing, annually recommend far lower 
levels of Federal funding than are 
needed, and Congress usually responds 
somewhat in kind. 

This program, however, squarely faces 
reality. It deserves our attention and 
support. We cannot continue to say one 
thing in the oversight and authoriza
tion processes, and then ignore our own 
remonstrations when it is time to appro
priate. The fact that low-income hous
ing advocates have supported recapture 
of subsidy is evidence that the legisla
tion was developed as a serious compro- . 
mise to effect solutions for a most diffi
cult problem. 

The Committee on Appropriations has 
provided in H.R. 4387 a means by which 
we can test HOAP before making a deci
sion on expanded use. This makes sense 
to me. We should agree to the 3,000 unit 
$6 million outlay program. The commit
tee bill provides limited funding, and 
places the responsibility for proving the 
program on FmHA, which developed it. 

Mr. President, I urge the Senate to 
support the homeownership assistance 
program.• 
• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, I rise in 
support of the Bellmon/Muskie amend
ment to H.R. 4387, the agriculture ap
propriations bill, to eliminate funding 
for the homeownership assistance pro
gram (HOAP) . 

No one is more aware of the need for 
us to reduce Federal expenditures than 
I am. But, I am also painfully aware of 
the serious need to provide housing in 
our rural areas. Thus, we are confronted 
with a difficult situation. 

Unfortunately, HOAP comes before us 
at a time when there are simply not 
enough dollars to go around. 

I propose that we work closely with the 
Department of Agriculture and see if we 
can resolve some of the unanswered 
questions and consider funding a dem
onstra~ion program in fiscal year 1981. 

I personally feel that helping the very 
poor in rural areas where rental housing 
does not exist is a concept which merits 
attention, but we need to refine our ap
proach before we start up an expensive 
demonstration program. 

I should remind my colleagues that 
when this program was first authorized 
the Congress placed a limitation of $440 
million on the total amount of loans 
that could be made. In the rural housing 
bill we passed last week, we had lan
guage that changed that limitation to 
$440 million per year. This means that 
by not appropriating funds this year in 
light of the budget demands and ques
tions surrounding the HOAP program, 
we could still come back next year and 
even consider an accelerated funding 
schedule after we have had time to care
fully review our priorities. 

This is one time when the Congress 
should take the additional time to re
think our goals and priorities versus 
rushing in with a lot of Federal dollars 
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to start an expensive and not clearly 
directed new deep subsidy program.• 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I rise to 
underscore the urgent need for the 
homeownership assistance program so 
eloquently stated by my colleague from 
Missouri (Mr. EAGLETON). 

First, I outline some very basic facts of 
housing the poor in rural America. After 
reviewing these facts, I believe a very 
clear argument for the need for the 
homeownership assistance program will 
have been made. 

Fact, over 2 million rural · families 
live in what the bureaucrats euphamis
tically call substandard housing. These 
drafty shacks and hovels of rural Amer
ica represent virtually one-half of this 
Nation's substandard housing. 

Fact, rural America has a dispropor
tionate share of the poor, the elderly, the 
sickly, the transportation deprived, and 
the uneducated citizens of this Nation. 
Poor housing contributes enormously to 
many of these ills which plague and 
hamper rural development. 

Fact, the Farmers Home Administra
tion, the primary Federal agency serving 
the needs of rural America, cannot now 
meet the housing needs of its poorest 
clientele. 

Fact, we in Congress have the respon
sibility to give the Farmers Home Ad
ministration the tools it needs to serve 
the poorest of the poor in rural America. 

Mr. President, the issue here is clear, 
the options obvious, the need for action 
imperative. The facts are plain, we in 
Congress must act to affirm the Presi
dent's request to fund the homeowner
ship assistance program. 

Today, some of my colleagues will 
argue that rental housing or the section 
502 program is sufficient and appropriate 
to meet rural America's pressing hous
ing needs. I say to these critics that they 
understand neither the clientele of the 
section 502 program nor the housing 
problems in rural America. 

Rental housing is simply not a viable 
alternative in many small rural commu
nities. And, since the homeownership as
sistance program will be used only in 
areas where assisted rental housing is 
not available, we are talking about as
sisting people who do not enjoy the 
luxury of choice. 

Moreover, Mr. President, the section 
502 program while playing an extremely 
valuable role in rural housing, now car
ries an average mortgage loan level of 
$27,947. In Vermont the average loan is 
even higher at $31,845. My colleagues in 
the Senate must recognize that even at 
a !-percent interest rate payable over a 
generous amortization period, many of 
the rural poor still cannot afford decent 
housing under section 502. However, the 
President and Senator EAGLETON are con
vinced that the homeownership assist
ance program can meet the rural poor's 
housing needs, and so am I. 

Mr. President, opponents of the home
ownership assistance program will argue 
that the apparent failure of earlier 
homeownership programs bode poorly 
for this new Farmers Home Administra
tion program. This is a debatable point. 
However, past failures should not stop 
us from seeking new solutions, solutions 
which build upon and learn from past 

experiences. The homeownership assist
ance program is such a solution. 

With the homeownership assistance 
program a family will pay 25 percent of 
its adjusted income toward principal, in
terest, taxes, insurance, utilities, and 
maintenance. Farmers Home Adminis
tration will pay the balance, as long as 
is necessary. 

If section 502's delinquency and de
fault rates can be attributed to poor 
planning for tax payments or rising 
utility costs, then the homeownership as
sistance program has been formulated 
with these pitfalls in mind. To avoid 
these past mistakes there are escrowing 
of taxes, insurance, and a consumption 
based allowance for utilities. Also the new 
program addresses the maintenance 
problem through counseling, inspection 
and a long-term reserve. Finally, the pro
gram provides a direct relationship be
tween shelter costs and family income, a 
feature lacking in most low income hous
ing programs. 

Mr. President, I strongly urge my col
leagues to retain funding for the Farmers 
Home Administration homeownership 
assistance program. It is a program 
based on experience and guided by a de
sire to place the poorest rural residents 
in decent housing. The worthiness of this 
goal cannot be challenged, and I am con
fident that the means are equally safe 
from reasoned attack. 

Mr. President, the homeownership 
assistance program should be given a 
chance by this Congress, for by appro
priating funds here we are giving the 
poorest of rural Americans the oppor
tunity to secure a decent home for them
selves and their family. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I have 
no further comments and am willing to 
yield back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All the 
time having been yielded back, the ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Oklahoma. The yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee (Mr. SASSER) 
and the Senator from illinois <Mr. 
STEVENSON) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Kansas <Mrs. KASSEBAUM) 
is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent to at
tend a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have all 
Senators voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 60, 
nays 36, as follows: 

[Rolloa.ll Vote No. 186 Leg.) 
YEAS-60 

Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bellman 
Bentsen 
Bid en 
Boren 
Boschwitz 
Bradley 
Bumpers 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Cannon 

Chafee 
Chiles 
Church 
Cochran 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Domenici 
Ex on 
Garn 
Glenn 
Goldwater 

Hart 
Hatch 
Hayakawa 
Heinz 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Jackson 
Jepsen 
Johnston 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
Magnuson 

McClure 
Muskie 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Proxmire 
Pryor 

Ribicotr 
Roth 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stone 

NAYS-36 

Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Wallop 
Warner 
Young 
Zor!nsky 

Bayh Heflin Melcher 
Burdick Holl1ngs Metzenbaum 
Byrd, Robert C. Huddleston Morgan 
Cohen Inouye Moynihan 
Cranston Javits Pressler 
Culver Kennedy Randolph 
Durenberger Leahy Riegle 
Durkin Levin Sarbanes 
Eagleton Long Stewart 
Ford Mathias Tsongas 
Gravel Matsunaga Weicker 
Hatfield McGovern Williams 

NOT VOTING-4 
Baker 
Kassebaum 

Sasser Stevenson 

So Mr. BELLMON'S amendment (NO. 
UP-377) was agreed to. 

Mr. BE-LLMON. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

<Later the following occurred:) 
Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that on rollcall No. 186, on 
the Bellman amendment on the home
ownership program, I be recorded as vot
ing "yea" instead of "nay." 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

<The foregoing tally has been changed 
to reflect the above order.) 

ORDER OF PROCEDURE 
Mr. DECONCINI was recognized. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

will the distinguished Senator yield with
out losing his right to the floor? 

Mr. DECONCINI. I yield. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that Mr. BID EN 
be allowed to speak for 1 minute and 
that he be followed by Mr. DOLE for not 
to exceed 2 minutes, which has been 
cleared on the other side of the aisle, 
without the Senator from Arizona's los
ing his right to the floor and without the 
time being charged to the Senator from 
Arizona. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

CONGRATULATIONS TO THE 
EUROPEAN PARLIAMENT 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, today the 
:first directly elected European Parlia
ment convenes, and I think it :fitting that 
the Senate take note of this historic 
occasion. I therefore ask unanimous 
consent that the Senate turn to the 
consideration of a concurrent resolution 
expressing the congratulations of the 
Congress to the 410 European parliamen
tarians who were elected last month, and 
to the institution of which they are now 
a part. 

The House of Representatives has al
ready passed an identical resolution, and 
a Representative from the House, Mr. 
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SAM GIBBONS of Florida, is in Strasburg 
for the opening ceremonies today, where 
he will present the resolution as a gesture 
of interparliamentary good will. I think 
it fitting that the Senate lend its vice to 
this expression of friendship toward our 
West European parliamentary counter
parts. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that there be placed in the RECORD 
at this point three articles-all from Eu
rope, the magazine of the European Com
munity-concerning the newly elected 
European Parliament and its prospective 
significance. 

There being no objection, the articles 
were ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

WHAT THE ELECTIONS MEAN 

(By Flora Lewis) 
Four hundred and ten European pollti

cians-there w111 be 435 when Greece takes 
part in 1981-have just won new jobs with 
high pay, about one week's work a month, 
and an impressive title: Member of the Euro
pean Assembly. The first European elections, 
on June 7-10, were of course not intended 
to serve as unemployment relief. But the 
campaigns fell so far short of the original 
goal of stimulating broad new public interest 
ln the Community and giving it a direct, 
democratic flavor that the first result does 
seem to be a new kind of patronage. This 
less than inspiring aspect has been further 
tarnished by the way many prominent poli
ticians have lent their names to candidates' 
lists for the sake of their party, but let it 
be known they do not really intend to shift 
the focus of their activity from their national 
parliaments to the European one. 

Therefore, the outcome of the elections is 
not in itself a measure of the level of the 
new Parliament. It establishes the number 
of seats each group wm hold, but except for 
Britain, which stuck by its traditional 
single-member constituency system, it does 
not reveal who will actually sit in Stras
bourg and Luxembourg-the alternate 
Assembly sites. The Treaty of Rome not only 
provided for the move from nominated to 
elected Assembly members; it also said they 
should all be elected under the same system, 
but that was one of the provisions cast aside 
in the long negotiations and compromises 
which finally led to the actual elections. Each 
country worked out its own procedure, mostly 
proportional representation on the basis of 
regional-but in France and Holland, na
tional--districts. Each decided for itself 
whether members of the national parlia
ment could also represent voters in Europe. 
And in most cases the elected candidates re
served the right to step down, to be replaced 
by lesser personages on their party list, so 
as to concentrate on national politics. 

Willy Brandt of Germany and Simone Veil 
of France are among those few stars who have 
committed themselves to serve Europe. The 
stature of individuals who do take their 
places in the Assembly was projected as a 
key measure of its future importance. How 
many active leaders choose to do so remains 
to be seen, but on this score, too, the ap
proach to the first elections could only be 
rated a disappointment. 

Basically, domestic politics remained the 
central arena everywhere. In Britain and 
Italy national elections shortly before the 
European vote overshadowed it. In France 
the 1981 Presidential campaign was the real 
stake in political maneuvering. Only in Den
mark was a clearly European issue at the 
center o! debate-and it was the funda
mental question of Denmark's participation 
in the European Community that had been 
resolved by referendum six years ago and was 
presumably not to be reopened. 

There are European issues, as commenta-

tors continually pointed out. They have to 
do with energy, environment, laws concern
ing multinational companies, relations with 
developing countries. Even what are per
ceived as national issues are truly common 
to Community members now, and responsi
ble leaders know these issues cannot be ef
fectively handled in a national contex~in
fiation, unemployment, the painful tre.nsi
tion from old, uncompetitive industr~es to 
the more advanced technology needed to keep 
Europe's faotories fruitful. But the goal of 
demonstrating to the world's largest demo
cratic electorate that these are the issues in 
which all European citizens have a common 
stake was lost in the personal and partisan 
campaign debates. 

It means that the test of the Asse'mbly's 
value has been postponed. The hope that it 
would emerge in the electoral process Itself 
was not fulfilled, but the opportunitY\ has not 
been foreclosed. Now, it will be a question of 
who goes there, how they work, how they 
organize caucuses and procedures, and fin
ally, of course, what they do. The argument 
heard widely in Germany, Luxembourg, and 
elsewhere a year or so ago, that the mere fact 
of direct election would spur the Assembly 
to seek greater powers had to be played down 
in the debates. It would have boomeranged 
too sharply in countries such as France, 
Britain, and Denmark where vocal politicians 
are determined not to allow any expansion of 
supranational power. And given the mood of 
countries now, there is scarcely any likeli
hood of a revived federative dynamic. In 
fact, Europe is settling down to the "Europe 
of Nations" which the late French President 
Charles de Gaulle prescribed, with the Coun
cil of Ministers and the three-times-yearly 
summit as its fragmented chief executive. 

But, there is another, less advertised area 
where the direct elections can after ali 
lead to shifts back toward a more coopera
tive, Europe-wide attitude. That is precise
ly through the parties, which did demon
strate their central role during the campaign 
despite the feeling in country after country 
that they have driven national politics to a 
series of impotent impasses. 

Even in the previous, appointive Assembly, 
party factions were organized across nation
al lines. The Socialists wer& the largest 
group, but only because the conservatives 
could not get together, with French Gaul
lists and Britains Tories remaining on their 
own outside the bloc of Christian Democrats 
from other countrifls. Nobody paid much at
tention to what was going on in the debates. 
The reasoning behind the shift to direct elec
tions was that constituents would watch the 
representatives they had chosen, and 1! it 
works that way at all, the representatives 
will feel the urge to introduce livelier issues. 

To have a chance of passing resolutions, 
even though they have no legal force, the 
Assembly members will have to organize the 
most effective possible voting blocks . . That 
means compromise and accommodation 
among national parties. The French, Ger
man, Dutch Socialists, for example, wlll have 
to find common positions on questions where 
they do not now see eye to eye. Then, when 
the questions come up in national legisla
tures, it wlll be more difficult for them to 
revert to their previous divergent stands. 

An early test of the binding power of this 
political urge wm come with the election of 
the Assembly's President, necessarily a more 
important position now. French President 
ValJry Giscard d'Estaing would like to see 
Simone Veil, his former Health Minister who 
heads the list supporting his policies, become 
the first President. Britain's new Prime Min
ister, Margaret Thatcher, said after visiting 
Giscard recently that her concern about the 
Assembly was to be sure the center-right will 
dominate. It won't unless it can organize at 
least as well as the Socialists and Com
munists. 

Already the elections called into being, 

an embryonic form of European poHtics, 
Italy's Communist leader, Enrico Berlinguer, 
went to France to help the French Commu
nists campaign in the southeast, where 
many people have Italian names. Francois 
Mitterrand, the French Socialist leader, or
ganized a mammoth European rally in Paris 
with leaders from the Socialist parties of all 
Community members, and added those of 
prospective members-Greece, Spain, and 
Portgual. Once the Assembly starts to work, 
Europolitics are likely to develop further by 
the sheer momentum of procedural need 
and, as a result, to influence the stands 
parties adopt in their national contexts. 

That is not going to add to the Assembly's 
minimal powers. Institutionally, there is no 
prospect for a revived effort toward greater 
union in the foreseeable future. But it could 
bring about the greater sense of political 
community that was supposed to be produced 
by the act of election itself, and was not. 

The political blocs can also develop some 
muscle through the Assembly's committee 
systems, which can hold hearings, question 
EC Commissioners, and launch investiga
tions. Whether they do remains to be seen, 
but the elections provide new incentive to 
use this functiorl since it is one of the ways 
that European deputies can try to show con
stituents that they are doing a job. 

The Commission has become a distant bu
reaucracy whose impact on people's dally lives 
is seldom perceived. Governments are warier 
than ever to make a sacrifice of national 
power !or the greater good of Europe. The 
elected Assembly w111 stlll be a talk shop 
with no legislative pre.-ogatives. But it could 
be that the politicians will be impelled by the 
circumstances of their work together to en
hance the European dimension of the issues 
everyone faces. It will take a few years to find 
the trend. The second European elections 
are scheduled for 1984. Perhaps perceptions 
and habits will have reached the point where 
Europolitlcs can have a galvanizing impact. 

ONE HUNDRED AND TEN ELECTED IN THE 
WORLD'S FIRST INTERNATIONAL PARLIAMEN
TARY ELECTION 

(By James 0. Goldsborough) 
Critics and skeptics were hardly in short 

supply, but even they could not deny the 
single, salient fact: Never before had there 
been an election like the June popular vote 
for the European Parllament. There was sim
ply no historical precedent for a group of 
sovereign nations setting up ·a supranational 
assembly with the power to take decisions 
affecting their destinies. To be sure, the 
powers of the Parliament were limited, but 
still there it was, sitting on the banks of the 
Rhine, in Alsace, which in other times was 
the symbol of European destruction anp 
division, never of unity. 

Some of Western Europe's most lllustrious 
names are now headed for Strasbourg (and 
Luxembourg, the Parliament's alternate 
seat)-giving up national cabinet, legisla
tive, and party posts to be<:ome members of 
the 410-strong first directly-elected Euro
pean Parliament. Although the June vote 
was politically inconclusive in its results, 
and occasionally disappointing in its turn
outs, few Europeans took it lightly. Even 
the strongest opponents of European unity 
made sure they would be represented in the 
Assembly. For there was an almost tangible 
feeling that, 1! initially powers of the Assem
bly would be limited and its in;fiuence weak, 
here, finally, was momentum. 

The election almost never was-might not 
have been-and it was only by virtue of 
strong political will and considerable politi
cal risk that it was finally held. Although 
direct election was called for by the Treaty 
of Rome, the European Economic Commu
nity's constitution written 23 years ago, few 
Europeans held out much hope for it during 
the 1960's. As late as the EC summit meet
ing in the Hague in 1969, when the French 
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finally gave the go-ahead on British negotia
tions for Common Market entry, prospects 
were so dim for direct elections that the 
Benelux countries threatened to go ahead 
with a mini-vote of their own. 

It was the new French President, Valery 
Giscard d'Estaing, who in December 1974 
reversed the French position, even though it 
opened a breach in his own Government 
that eventually contributed to the disaffec
tion of the strongly nationalist Gaulllst 
Party. Giscard gave his assent as a quid pro 
quo for the other EC countries agreeing to 
set up the European Council, the periodic 
summit meetings of the n,ine member state 
leaders to set policy. With a strong executive, 
it was reasoned, a democratic parliament was 
needed as balanced. Negotiations began in 
Brussels that would drag on for three years 
before the Nine could agree on the size of 
the Assembly, voting procedure, and elec
tion dates. But behind those details lay the 
true issue that delayed the election almost 
five years since the compromise of 1974: 
The powers of the Parliament. 

The Treaty of Rome limits the European 
Parliament's powers to those of consultation, 
approving part of the EC Commission's an
nual multi-billion dollar budget and firing 
the Commission if it is deemed inadequate 
for some reason. For these powers to be in
creased would take unanimous agreement by 
the European Council and possibly a Treat_y 
change (requiring in turn national parlia
mentary ratification)-not likely at present 
given the host111ty of Britain, Denmark, and 
France to an increase in powers. But even 
the Community's most avid opponents of 
unity and supranationality-men such as 
British Labourlte Tony Benn and French 
Gaullist Michel Debre-understand that the 
new Assembly, with a popular mandate be
hind it, wlll try to push its powers beyond 
the limits. Debre, who led a fierce Gaullist 
nationalist campaign during the elections 
and was clearly disappointed with his party's 
mere 16 percent of the vote, called the Par
liament, "a mortal danger for French sover
eignty and unity." Said Benn during the 
campaign: "If we are not careful, we w111 
find that fundamental national rights-such 
as our North Sea oil-will be taken away by 
this international body." 

In none of the Community's four big na
tion's did an anti-Parliament campaign pay 
off. The British Labourites and French Gaul
lists were the big losers, and in Italy and 
Germany there is no serious opposition either 
to European unity or the European Parlia
ment. The vote confirmed what the latest 
national votes also have demonstrated: a 
swing toward the center in Europe. For the 
moment, at least, the momentum of Euro
pean Socialists, Social Democrats, and Com
munists has been checked. But this is cer
tainly less because the left is more anti-Eu
ropean than the center, which is not always 
the case, than because of the uncertain eco
nomic times in the West today. Says French 
Socialist Leader l<Tangois Mitterrand: "Re
cessions historically have helped the i'ight." 

Thwarted, at least temporarily, are the 
left's dreams of a majority in the European 
Parliament-which would have provided a 
check and balance on the more conservative 
legislatures in many of the national parlia
ments. Although the European Socialist 
Group will be the largest, it falls far short 
of a majority in the 410-seat body. Much of 
the blame for this was put on the British 
Labourites, whose lackluster performance in 
the election cost the European Socialist 
Group heavily. EC Commissioner Claude 
Cheysson, a French Socialist, was uncom
monly blunt in his criticism of the British: 
"The British today seem to have a new spe
cialty-missing the train," he said. "One 
might have thought that the introduction 
of more democracy into Community life 
would have interested them more." 

This criticism illustrated an important 
new development: Once it was Community 
gospel not to criticize one's European part
ners. Now things will never be the same 
again. The performance of the British La
bourites not only affected Britain, as would 
be the case in a national election, but af
fected the Socialists of the Continent, who 
saw their power in the new Assembly re
duced. It was a strikingly new element in 
European life. The newly elected m.embers 
will not go to the Assembly as nation;:~ol 
representatives, but rather as those of their 
political parties. It was precisely this new 
element of supranationality that led to the 
bitter campaigns of nationalists such as 
Debre. 

There was a distinct problem for some of 
party affiliation. The French Gaulllsts don't 
regard themselves as close to either Europe's 
Christian Democrats or its Conservatives. 
Some members of former Health Minister 
Simone Veil's dominant French centrist 
group will sit with European Liberals, others 
with Christian Democrats, others as Inde
pendents. Socialists, Social Democrats, and 
Labourites wlll sit together, despite widely 
differing views on Europe. Italy will be rep
resented by both Socialists and Social 
Democrats, who at home can agree on al
most nothing. French and Italian Commu
nists will sit together, though the French 
are deeply hostile to the European Commu
nity, while the Italians are favorable. In
terestingly, nowhere did opponents of 
European unity boycott the elections: every
body wants to be present in the Parliament, 
if only for his nuisance value. 

The voting turnout disappointed some 
Europeans, but not all. EC Commissioner 
Etienne Davignon of Belgium pointed out 
that the average turnout of over 60 per 
cent was better than in US national elec
tions. Subtracting the 31 per cent British 
result, the turnout was almost 70 per cent 
of the European electorate-not bad con
sidering that the vote was largely an exer
cise in abstraction, with no governments 
forming or falling, for a parliament whose 
powers at present are limited. For most 
voters it was a step into the unknown, but 
one, with exceptions for the voters of Britain 
and Denmark, apparently taken with faith 
in the future of Europe. The importance 
of the election should be seen as part of 
the long term construction of Europe. The 
newly elected Parliament will not bring 
changes overnight. But as part of a process, 
moving the Community beyond its largely 
economic aspect, it is important. Ironically, 
it was best summed up in the words of a 
French Gaulllst, Edgar Faure, who deserted 
his own party to run with the Giscardian 
Minister Veil: "These elections," he said, 
"mark the passage of Europe beyond one 
that is purely economic to one that is eco
nomic, political, and social." 

The new parliamentarians who have been 
christened MEP's, for Members of Euro
pean Parliament, are elected for five years, 
with the President of the Assembly, who 
will yield considerable weight, for two. Some 
of the names being mentioned for the first 
Presidency of the popularly-elected Parlia
ment were Germany's Willy Brandt, France's 
Veil, Italy's Emilio Colombo, Belgium's Leo 
Tindemans, and Luxembourg's Gaston 
Thorn. 

COUNTRY-BY-COUNTRY RESULTS 

Belgium 
The small countries of the Community 

have traditionally been the most fervent 
Europeans. Belgians are required by law to 
vote, which helps explain the 82 per cent 
turnout for the European election, somewhat 
behind the 92 per cent figure in the national 
election last year. Final voting figures gave 
the Christian Democrats 10 seats; Socialists, 
seven; Liberals, four; and minor parties, 

three--figures that largely corresponded to 
the national vote. Once again, Belgian voters 
showed that they largely follow ethnic lines, 
with rural Flemish voters preferring the 
Flemish candidates of the Christian Demo
cratic Party (called Social Democrats in 
Belgium) , while the more dispersed French
speaking Walloons divided their vote among 
the three major parties. In all, 13 Flemish 
candidates were elected, and 11 Walloons
practically mirroring the 60-40 national vote 
favoring the Flemings. 

The one exception to the voting rule was 
the election of former Premier Leo Tinde
mans, a Fleming, in Walloon-dominated 
Brussels, the capital. Tindemans had made 
himself immensely popular in Belgium and 
throughout Europe a few years ago through 
his work on what became known as the 
"Tindemans Report" on European unity. 
Though his blueprint for unity was largely 
blocked by the French Gaullists at the time, 
it did can for an early date for the first 
direct elections to the European Parliament, 
something that now has been achieved. 
Tindemans' thoroughness, his acceptability 
to both the Northern European and South
ern European communities, his staunchly 
pro-European reputation, and the fact that 
he is from one of the smaller Community 
countries made him one of the favorites for 
the first Presidency of the European 
Parliament. 

Denmark 
The Danes, with the British, are the least 

pro-European of the Nine, and the June vote 
showed that, seven years after the Danish 
referendum on Community membership, a 
third of the Danish electorate still opposes 
membership. The Danes will send four out 
of 16 members to Parliament who ran on an 
anti-EO platform, calling for Danish with
drawal from the Community. Particularly 
hard hit in the election were the ruling So
cial Democrats, who, with only three seats, 
actually trail the anti-Community coalition. 
One of Denmark's seats, the one allocated 
to Greenland, was won by a local politician, 
Finn Lynge, pledged to holding a referen
dum on Greenland's withdrawal from the 
Community. 

The irony is that Denmark is one of the 
Nine that has most benefited from the Com
munity's budgetary and agriculture price 
support system. In 1978, over $1 billion was 
transferred from other EC members to Den
mark, largely as revenues from supports of 
Danish dairy product exports. But there 1s 
little doubt that a large Danish minority be
lieves that EC membership has been infla
tionary and that Denmark would be better otr 
maintaining its historical links with other 
Scandinavian countries rather than wor:t
ing toward closer integration with the Europe 
to the south. 

France 
France opted for a proportional voting sys

tem for the European elections, compared 
with the two-round, majority system it uses 
for national elections to assure stable gov
ernment majorities. Curiously, it was the 
Gaullist Party that had backed the European 
proportional vote--to avoid what Gaullists 
called the "regionalization of France"-and 
it was the Gaulllsts who emerged the big 
losers. Final figures gave them 15 seats, in 
fourth place behind Simone Veil's Giscardian 
centrists with 25, the Socialists with 22, and 
the Communists with 19. The disappointing 
Ga ullist showing set off a minor power strug
gle within the party, with several older party 
members openly challenging party leader 
Jacques Chirac's anti-Community campaign 
during the elections, and forcing Chirac's two 
top political lieutenants to resign their posts. 

The 61.2 percent voter turnout for France 
duplicated the 61.2 turnout for France's other 
European vote, the referendum on British 
EC entry in 1972, which was deemed a. disa.p-
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pointing showing. Still, the French parties 
waged a.n active campaign this time, and 
French voters, whether of the left or the cen
ter, had clear choices between enthusiastic 
European parties, the Giscardians and Social
ists, and reluctant ones, the Gaullists and 
Communists. In each case, it was the enthu
siasts who carried the day. The biggest win
ner of all was Veil, a political figure of im
mense appeal who ranks second only to 
Giscard d'Estaing in national popularity 
polls. She and two other Giscardian minis
ters, Jean-Fran~;ois Denlau and Pierre 
Mehaignerie were elected. 

Germany 
The German vote showed enough of a 

swtn.g from the Social Democ111.ots to the 
Christi-an Democratic oppositdon to send a 
shiveT ·through Helmut Schmid·t's ruling Gov
ernment coalition. In an election night tele
cast, Willy Brandt, the SociaJ Democratic 
chairman, laid most of the bl-ame on the 
country's tiny ecologist movement, which 
won 3.2 per cent of the vote, about what the 
Som·aJ Demom-a.ts and it.s coo.litton plairtners, 
the Free Demoora.ts, lost compared with the 
1976 nationa-l elections. Art 65.9 pereent, the 
German voting turnout was well below the 
91 per cent figure for the 1976 elections. In 
the new European Pllll'Ha.ment the Chrtstian 
Democr111ts wtlol have 42 sea.ts; the Social 
Demom-ats, 35; and ·the Free Democmts, !OUT. 

Brandt, an ardent parlisan of European 
unity, probably Wil.ll tw:n out to be too 
European (not ·to mention too Soolaldst) to 
be elected President of the :Assembly. Dur
ing the oampa.lgn he repe111tedly ca.l·led for 
an extention of the Parlla.merut's powers, 
something favored by most Community 
members but opposed by the British, French, 
and Danes. The Germa.lllS also must guaa-d 
a5'8-inst appear.lng to give Europe too 0«-man 
a cast. In France, two parties, the G&ulllsts 
and Commurus·ts, nm their camp8Jigns large
ly on the theme that a united Europe would 
oome under German tutel·age a-nd through 
it US domill>81tion. K-ai-Uwe von Hassel, who 
wlll lead the Christian Democratic dclega.tion 
to the Assembly, indicated that he would 
support France's Vell for the Presidency. 

Ireland 
Ireland, like Denmark, is a food-exporting 

nation that has done well in the Community 
since joining six years ~&.go. UnUke the D'S.nes, 
h·owever, the Irish have aJwa.ys been en
thusiastic members, though their '58 percent 
turnout for the Europe111n Pa.:rUa.ment elec
tions was a disappointment. It appeared that 
Ir·ish voters, more th111n those of other na
tions, used the elections •IllS a means of ex
pressing disapproval of their own Govern
ment, in this oase the Flanna Flall Govern
ment of Prime Minister Ja,ck Lynch, which 
could barely win a third. of Ireland's 15 
European Parliament seats. The Irish Llllbour 
Party d·id better than expected. But the 
centrist Fine Gael emerged as the bdg win
ner. Most observers felt that the Govern
ment's poor showing was due to the present 
industrial tuT"moil and particula.rly the 
four-month-long postal workers' strike. 

Italy 
The It8111a.ns, required by law to vote, set 

the Community turnout record at 85.9 per 
cent-topping even tiny Luxembourg, which 
had 85.6. The European Parliament vote, 
which was proportional, largely mirrored the 
national vote of the preceding week, with 
the retreat of the two large parties, the 
Christi-an Democr111ts and Communists, and 
continued progression of the pa.r:ties 1n be
tween, the So~ialisrts, Social Democrats, and 
the L1ber81ls. UnUke Bl"itain, which sent a 
list of almost totally unknown political 
figures to the new Parliament, Italy, like 
France , will send a plate of its top public 
figures , headed by Em111o Colombo, who was 
President of the outgoing old European 
Pa:rliament. 

Final figures gave the Christian Demo
crats 36.5 per cent of the vote (down from 
38.3 in the nationals); the Communists, 29.6 
per cent (down from 30.4); the Socialists, 11 
per cent (up from 9.8); Social Democrats, 
4.3 per cent; and the Liberals, 3 .6 per cent. 
Since the Italians, unlike the Germans and 
French, did not have a minimum vote re
quirement of 5 per cent for election, the 
small parties will be represented in Stras
bourg as well as the large. The final distri
bution gives the Christian Democrats 30 
seats; the Communists, 24; Socialists, nine; 
Social Democrats and Neo-Fascist MSI, four 
each; Liberals and Radicals, three each, and 
the remaining four seats to even smaller 
parties. 

Luxembourg 
The main feature of the vote in Luxem

bourg was that citizens were voting at the 
same time for their national Government, 
and they brought it down. Consistent with 
the Europe-wide trend, the Liberal-Social
ist coalition of Premier Gaston Thorn lost 
ground, and the big winner in both the 
national and European Parliament election 
was the Social Christian (Christian Demo
cratic) Party of Pierre Werner . The Social 
Christians wm have three seats in the Euro
pean Parliament; the Liberals, two; and the 
Socialists, one. Werner is favored to become 
Prime Minister, and outgoing Prime Minis
ter Thorn has been mentioned as a candi
date for the European Parliament Presi
dency. 

The Netherlands 
The Dutch voting turnout of only 58 per 

cent was unusually low for a fervently pro
European nation that traditionally records 
90 per cent in national elections. As in 
Britain, the abstentions hurt most the La
bour Party, with its vote falUng to 30.4 per 
cent compared with 33.8 per cent in the last 
national elections. The ruling Christian 
Democratic Party increased its score to 35.6 
per cent from 31.9 per cent and won 10 of 
the country's 25 seats in the European 
Parliament. 

The United Kingdom 
The 31.3 turnout in Britain masked the 

reality. Latest polls show that 54 per cent 
of the British are favorable to the Com
munity compared with only 36 per cent a 
year ago. The Community has taken roots 
in Britain; and if many of Labour's sup
porters stayed home during the European 
Parliament vote, it was largely because of 
lackluster campaigning by Labour candi
dates. Britain was the only Community na
tion to run slates of almost totally unknown 
figures; only one of them-Labour's Barbara 
Castle-known well outside the British Isles, 
and she won easlly. In addition, the general 
election a month earlier left both voters 
and party machines politically tired. 

The "peculiar" British voting system 
known as "first-past-the-post" effectively as
sured a crushing domination by the Con
servative Party. The Tories will have 60 seats 
in the European Parliament, compared with 
17 for Labour. The Liberal Party, which, with 
13.1 per cent of the vote , did better than 
expected, did not win a single seat under the 
British system. CalUng the voter turnout 
"disgraceful" and his party's shutout "un
pardonable," Liberal Party Leader David 
Steel said that he would press for changes 
in the voting system before the next Euro
pean Parliament election. Under a propor
tional system, the Liberals would have sent 
10 MEP's to Strasbourg. 

WHICH EUROPE? 
(By Jacques Fauvet) 

(NoTE.-On June 9, the day before the di
rect elections in France, the prestigious Paris 
daily, Le Monde, carried the following edi
torial, written by its publisher, Jacques Fau-

vet. His comments transcend the normal 
daily journalistic constraints of time and 
place, and thus are translated and reprinted 
with permission.) 

The goal of the election in France is to ap
point 81 represent·atives to the Assembly of 
the European Communi ties or European 
Pwrliament by direct universal suffrage. Its 
purpose is neither to broaden the powers, 
extend the scope nor to modify the proceed
ings of this Assembly and certairuy not to 
revise the Treaty of Rome, signed in 1957, 
whose Article 138 provided for just such an 
election by an unspecified date. 

In attempting to betteT grasp and to clar
ify this issue, which has only been further 
confused and blurred by a long campaign, it 
should neither be reduced to ,a mere political 
problem nor, on the other hand, attributed 
the stature of a doctrinal confl.lct. 

Obviously, behind any election there is a 
domestic political issue at stake-in this 
case, both as a matter of fact, as well as in 
substance. · 

The choice of favorites, the constant con
frontation between the right and left, the 
factional rivalries within the opposition as 
well as the majority, the economic and so
cial issues raised by the campaign, and, last 
but not least, the approaching Presidential 
elections-all highlight the political or, bet
ter yet, partisan nature of the European elec
tions. 

In more basic terms, European politics es
sentially involves political choices on the do
mestic level as well. This was true back in 
1958 and is stm true in 1979. Twenty years 
ago, France would have been unable to even 
join, much less maintain its standing with
in, the Common Market without the dynam
ic effort to straighten out its finances and to 
put the nation back on the road toward eco
nomic recovery launched in the early days 
of the Fifth Republic. Today's continuing 
stagflation, combined with spiraling prices 
and unemployment, undermines F1rance's 
position within the Community and the Eu
ropean Monetary System. 

It's useless at this stage of t he game to 
attempt to credit the Community with the 
prosperity of the Sixties or to blame it for 
aggr·avating the economic crisis of the 
Seventies. This brings to mind the partisan 
accusations levied against the Republic not 
so very long ago. To the Nation went the 
victordes; to the Republic, the defeats. And, 
likewise, to Europe our failures , to France 
our successes. 

If, from the standpoint of domestic poll
tics , the issue is , after au, somewhat lack
luster, it is because the economic and social 
situation impldes that the basic d·omestic 
political choices are the same today as they 
were a full 12 months 111go. Although divi
sions within the left and the majority may 
have weakened one of their factions , they 
have basically failed to shift the overall 
balance of power. 

It may be temptdng to underplay the 
extreme political orientation of the election 
by raising it to the level of a genuine doc
trinal choice. But any such attempt would 
only be in vain. At this stage, we're no longer 
merely playing with words : confederation, 
federation , integration, supranationalism. 
Everyone's free to suggest their own defini
tion and references. The truth of the matter 
is that there is no true precedent, either in 
the past or in the present, for European 
unity. 

In any event, dialogue is impossible, Appar
ently, there are no longer any advocates ot 
supranationalism a.mong the "Four " They're 
all keeping silent, or perhaps have gone 
underground. They're ned.ther to be seen nor 
heard. For all that, could they have changed 
their mind? Or are they simply skillfully 
taking every precaution to ensure that they 
are tempo~arUy forgotten? No matter. There 
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can be no battle so long as there is no one 
around to fight. 

It's true that the issue has resurfaced with 
the controversy over the possible broadening 
of the Assembly's powers. While legal in 
appearance, it is obviously and predomi
nantly a political issue and the Gaullists were 
rLght an along. A move to broaden the 
Assembly's power, like any amendment to 
the Treaty, could result in further delega
tions by individual nations of their sovereign 
rdghts-in increasing supranationalism. 

As in the past, sooner or later we will have 
to confront the problem of whether to 
extend the powers of the European Assem
bly for two reasons. First, most of the nine 
member countries currently advocate such 
a policy, and, among German Socialists and 
Italian Communists alike, we can easily find 
a majority willing to demand such a move. 
Secondly, an Assembly elected by universal 
suffrage will naturally tend to broaden dts 
powers. Or, it will use the authority drawn 
from its election by the people to demand 
and obtain more extensive powers, even if 
it has failed to exercise all the powers with 
which it has been previously vested. Or per
haps it wlll do nothing and the public will 
soon lose interest. The voters will not be 
summoned twice to elect European repre
sentatives without political power. 

Naturally, there's a hitch: The Treaty may 
be amended only by the unanimous vote of 
the Council of Ministers representing the 
nine member countries. And the French 
President wanted to add another condition, 
at least in regard to the French public. If 
broadening the powers of the European As
sembly requires an amendment of the Con
stitution, then such an amendment would 
have to be submitted to popular vote in the 
form of a referendum. Although his inten
tions were to reassure opponents of broader 
Assembly power, particularly the Gaull1sts, 
he only succeeded in arousing new fears. 
For, in referring to a referendum, he was 
implying that the French Government had 
already approved this measure. Such a pro
cedure would give him a means of avoiding 
opposition by the National Assembly. This 
dual problem has but a single political solu
tion: provoke a crisis and, at just the right 
moment, elect a President opposed to any 
amendment of the Treaty. 

But what exactly is the European Eco
nomic Community? It would take a smart 
cookie indeed to categorize it as just another 
national or international institution. It's a 
genuine ''community"-in a class by itself
whose main organs (such as the Council of 
Ministers, the Community's executive and 
legislative arm, and the Commission, a 
supranational organ that limits itself to 
making proposals and decisions and then to 
enforcing such decisions) make it somewhat 
of a confederation. On the other hand, other 
aspects of the Community-its rules and 
regulations which apply to all member 
states; its Court of Justice; its common 
agricultural policy; the fact that trade 
agreements may no longer be negotiated by 
individual states, only by the Community 
itself-make it more of a federation, or an 
authority superior to that of the individual 
member states. 

Now that we have outlined the institu
tional framework of the European Commu
nity, how can we define its present reality 
or predict its future? 

What the Community is. From an opera
tional standpoint, it is: 

A common market that, while originally 
protected by a common import tariff, is 
gradually shedding its cloak of protection
ism, tending toward a European free-trade 
zone within a universal free-trade area. But 
the operations of the Common Market thus 
far, or at least up to the crisis, have suc
ceeded in opening up a vast market for 
European (and United States) industry and 
in breaking through the traditional protec
tionist barriers of the French economy; 

A common agricultural policy (consum
ing three-quarters of the Community budg
et) which had been by and large highly ad
vantageous to us here in France until the 
compensatory amounts and the increasingly 
powerful German agricultural presence 
changed, or, better yet, distorted, the effects 
of this policy; 

The most sophisticated Third World policy 
in existence today even if, here again, the 
crisis has tended to cut back on price and 
expor.t guarantees for the developing 
countries. 

What the Community should be. The Eu
ropean Community is barely more than a 
commercial, not to say mercantile, commu
nity. The Six and, later, the Nine have failed 
to exploit the full scope of possib111ties writ
ten into the Treaty. 

The Community should be more demo
cratic and less technocratic, and, in this 
sense, the direct elections should give the 
Community new impetus, while ensuring 
stricter Commission control and better insti
tutional equ111brium. Being more democratic 
also means being more respectful of individ
ual freedoms, which could suffer as a result 
of the creation of a "European judicial void." 

The Community should be more social
oriented or, in other words, more just. While 
it is true that we cannot expect the Commu
nity to do what the countries, and particu
larly our own country, have failed to do for 
themselves, it is also true that our national 
economies are far too interdependent for 
them to attempt to adopt a series of inco
herent measures with respect to employment 
or the number of work hours. The problem 
obviously stems from the fact that a social, 
if not socialist, Europe presupposes the si
multaneous existence of governments in all 
nine countries which are determined to im
plement a more equitable, more progressive 
social policy. 

The Community should be more just, not 
only from a social standpoint but from a geo
graphic standpoint as well. Too much has al
ready been said about the failure of the 
"North/South Dialogue." But the truth is 
that there is a North and a South within the 
European continent. In fact, most European 
countries have their own North and South 
which have been traditionally allotted un
equal shares of wealth and resources. The 
Community's regional policy has failed. 
What's going to happen once it opens its 
ranks to three new poorer members, two of 
which are themselves divided into a North 
and a South-namely Spain and Greece? 

The Community should be a community of 
cultures--of cultural respect but, at the same 
time, mutual awareness. It should transcend 
economic and social issues to demonstrate 
that a production-oriented society alone, de
spite its promises of physical or material 
progress, cannot assure a better quality of 
life, cannot free mankind from its state of 
alienation or provide a more humane social 
model. If the campaign had been more con
structive in these respects, it might have in
dulged the people's hopes, and particularly 
those of the younger generation, in this un
precedented election of representatives to a 
European Assembly by universal suffrage, for 
the first time in history, in nine Old World 
countries. 

What the Community cannot or should 
not be: 

Europe must not play vassal to the United 
States, though it may very well already be
with its economic dependence rooted in the 
multinational firms; its political servitude 
resulting from its failure to invest the Com
munity or its members with their own diplo
macy, and its cultural submission resulting 
from its blind conformity to the "US model." 

Europe cannot be a unified state. European 
history, the marked diversity of the lan
guages, of mentalities, of traditions, and in
terests of the different countries sharing the 
European continent, to say nothing of the 
risks or simply the impossibility of mounting 

a common defense since, to be effective, this 
would mean the creation of a European de
terrent force-all make the vision of a. uni
fied European state, or even a European fed
eration within the next decades, highly un
realistic. 

Europe must not be a "German-dominated 
Europe." 

Why evade the issue? Is it a dread of re
awakening old fears or sleeping myths? Or 
it is the risk of discouraging a young genera
tion which, more so than any other genera
tion before it, has taken pains to repudiate 
the concept of German nationalism before 
the eyes of the world; or, worse yet, the risk 
of pushing Germany to look East? If what 
we truly want is a realistic Europe, then none 
of these objections is valid in the face of 
present realities. 

The "German problem" is first and fore
most a French problem. If the German Fed
eral Republic is a dominant European force 
and if it is destined to remain on top for any 
length of time, then this is naturally due to 
the inherent qualities of its people and Lts 
leaders. It is also due to France's own lack of 
forsight and mismanagement of its economy. 
The entrepreneurial spirit of French and 
German business and l·abor is totally differ
ent. Social consensus is virtually nonexistent 
in France. Germany's adaptation to foreign 
markets, its stepped-up investment program, 
its industrial rationalization, and the rela
tive restraint of its unions have all placed it 
in a better position to surmount the crisis 
and register a formidable trade surplus. 
France seriously underestimated the extent 
of the crisis and even went so far as to at
tempt to camouflage its real causes, with 
their roots dating back well before the 1973 
oil crisis. But if the French leaders have one 
fault, it's that they are always looking for 
ways to blame their domestic problems on 
foreign events. As for the German agricul
tural miracle, it happened quietly and at 
our own expense, well before the advent of 
the infamous compensatory amounts. 

The German problem is also one of re
unification. Times have changed since the 
pre-World War I era when it was agreed that 
while everyone thought about the reunifica
tion of Alsace, no one would .actually speak 
out on the issue. Today we do more than 
simply think about reunification-we talk 
about it. If there's one word that does not 
belong in politics, it's the word "never." Is it 
forbidden to envisage a unified or federated 
German economic and political superpower 
within Europe? Can the European balance of 
power hold its own against such a force? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate proceed to the immediate con
sideration of the concurrent resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con
current resolution will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 32) 
congratulating the European Parliament. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
majority leader yield me time? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sena
tor from New York be recognized for 1 
minute. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I think 
that, before we pass this resolution, we 
should know what it is and we should 
know why it is. Then our action will be 
much more profound than just shoving 
it through. 

As far back as 1948, when we agreed 
to the original Marshall plan, we com
mitted ourselves to bring about the 
restoration of Europe. There is nothing 
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that could be more vital in terms of 
strengthening the European front 
against its Finlandizatlon by Soviet in
fluence, which is a real threat. There
fore, the European Parliament marks 
the beginning of a great effort in a di
rection of critical importance to the se
curity and the national interest of the 
United States. It is in that sense that I 
hope the Senate will adopt this resolu
tion, but adopt it knowing what it is 
doing and why it is so important. 

I thank my colleagues for yielding. I 
am a cosponsor, as are others. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Will the Senator yield 
for just a minute? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield 1 minute to 
the Senator from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I inquire of the Sen
ator from Delaware whether the resolu
tion requires that a copy will be sent to 
Madame Veil, who has just been elected 
President of the European Parliament. 
If not, I request that the Secretary of 
the Senate be instructed to send a copy 
to her. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, a copy has 
already been sent acknowledging its 
passage through the Foreign Relations 
Committee. I think the idea is a good 
one, that upon passage here on the floor, 
that be done. I so ask unanimous con
sent. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The question is on agreeing to the 
concurrent resolution. 

The concurrent resolution was agreed· 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. The con
current resolution with its preamble, 
follows: 

CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 32 

Whereas the United States has maintained 
close ties with the European Community, 
dating from the creation of the European 
Coal and Steel Community; 

Whereas these ties have been further 
strengthened by the continuing exchanges 
between members of the United States Con
gress and representatives of the European 
Parliament; 

Whereas the United States and the Com
munity share common respect for democracy, 
the promotion of human rights under the 
rule of law, and the observance of demo
cratic practices; 

Whereas a Parliament elected by universal 
suffrage will enable the citizens of the Com
munity to participate more fully, through 
their elected representatives, in strengthen
ing their common futures; 

Whereas June 7-10, 1979, marked the first 
time that the citizens of the Community hav~ 
chosen by direct universal suffrage their rep
resentatives to Parliament: Now, therefore 
be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That the first 
directly elected Parliament of the European 
Community be welcomed when it assembles 
for its first meeting in July, 1979. 

SEc. 2. The Congress recognizes the elec
tion of the Parliament to be an event of great 
historical significance to the evolution of 
European unification and integration and to 
the growth of representative democracy. 

SEc. 3. The Congress congratulates the 
newly elected Parliamentarians and expresses 
the conviction that, as they assume their 
responsibilities, they will pursue policies 
aimed at strengthening the Community and 
ties between it and the United States. 

SEc. 4. The Congress pledges its support for 

continued close relations with Parliamen
tarians from the European Community, and, 
to this end, affirms its readiness to explore 
with the European Parliament mutually ben
eficial measures to continue and to strength
en the existing bonds with the Parliament. 

SEc. 5. The Congress req.uests that the 
President forward a copy of this resolution 
to the President of the European Parliament 
the President of the Community's Council of 
Foreign Ministers, and the President of the 
European Commission. 

<Later the following occurred:) 
Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask unan

imous consent that the Senate discharge 
the Senate Committee on Foreign Rela
·tions from further consideration of 
House Concurrent Resolution 159 and 
proceed to its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The clerk will state the resolution by 
title. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

A concurrent resolution (H. Con Res. 159) 
welcoming the first directly elected President 
of the European Community into the family 
of freely elected representative bodies. 

Mr. BIDEN. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that the vote on Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 32 be vitiated and 
the concurrent resolution indefinitely 
postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. BIDEN. I think it is appropriate 
for me to ask for passage of House Con
current Resolution 159 at this point. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution <H. Con. Res. 159) was 
considered and agreed to. 

POW/MIA UNITED NATIONS SPE
CIAL INVESTIGATORY COMMISSION 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk a concurrent resolution and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con
current resolution will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A concurrent resolution (S. Con. Res. 17) 
to express the sense of Congress that a 
United Nations Commission should be estab
lished to secure a full accounting of Ameri
cans listed as missing in Southeast Asia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to its 
consideration. 

Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, in March I 
introduced a resolution calling for the 
establishment of a commission to take 
up where past investigatory groups left 
off in securing a full and accurate ac
counting of Americans listed as missing 
in Southeast Asia. Congressman TENNY
soN GuYER of Ohio introduced the same 
resolution in the House of Representa
tives, which has just recently been passed 
unanimously by the House. In the past 
we have received next to no cooperation 
from the Socialist governments of Viet
nam, Laos and Cambodia, and it appears 
that most efforts on our part to continue 
searching have been dropt:ed. It is im
perative that we act now on this befo-re 
too much time elapses, thus making it 

even more difficult to gather informa
tion regarding these men. Let us not let 
happen what occurred with the Korean 
war. Hopefully, we have learned from 
that experience and will truly make an 
effort for a full accounting of our service
men from the Vietnam war. 

In August of last year, Congress passed 
House Joint Resolution 963, and Presi
dent Carter signed the proclamation, 
designating July 18, 1979, as "National 
POW-MIA Recognition Day." 

I can think of no better time than to
day, a day proclaimed by the President 
and recognized by all Americans as a day 
to pay tribute to these most deserving 
men and their families, to bring this res
olution before the full Senate for its 
immediate consideration. This morning 
the Foreign Relations Committee report
ed this unanimously out of committee for 
full Senate consideration today. I would 
like to commend the committee mem
bers for their efforts in expediting this 
resolution, and in so doing, recognizing 
the great debt we owe to these men. In 
particular, I would like to thank the dis
tinguished chairman of the Foreign Re
lations Committee, Senator CHURCH, the 
distinguished chairman of the East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs Subcommittee, Sena
tor GLENN, and the distinguished ranking 
member of that subcommittee, Senator 
HELMS, for their assistance and show of 
concern in addressing this most impor
tant issue. 

It is altogether necessary and appro
priate that ·we not forget these brave 
men who served our country in armed 
conflicts, who constantly faced the dan
gers and hardships of combat. We are 
honoring these men from all our recent 
wars who experienced the pain, priva
tions and inhuman treatment of cap
tivity, and who fa{!ed this ordeal with 
dignity and strength. We are also today 
honoring those men whose fat·e is still 
unknown, and to assure their families 
and friends that they have not been 
forgotten. 

In honor of this day, the White House 
called upon us to join them and the 
many veterans groups in observing this 
day with appropriate ceremonies and 
speeches. Mr. President, while parades 
and ceremonies are a very appropriate 
modern day tribute, they will not ease 
the suffering and agony experienced by 
the families and friends of those men 
still unaccounted for. While I commend 
the President for his support, what is 
needed far more is some concrete action 
to address this concern and to resolve 
the doubts and questions haunting the 
loved ones of these servicemen. The de
sire to know the fate of loved ones lost 
in armed conflicts is a basic human need 
which should be satisfied to the great
est extent possible. The passage of this 
resolution today would be a truly mean
ingful tribute to these men. 

Mr. President, I ask today that my 
colleagues join me in honoring these men 
on this day set aside for them with 
appropriate tributes and speeches. But 
even further, I ask that my colleagues 
join me and Senators HoLLINGS, 
SCHMITT, DOMENICI, DECONCINI, Mc
CLURE, DANFORTH, HUMPHREY, WALLOP, 
STEVENS, and BAYH, in supporting the 
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passage of this resolution. I am sure 
you will agree with the impor
tance of establishing such a com
mission, one which could finally bring 
an end to the tragedy and haunt
ing memory associated with the Viet
nam war. Human compassion and a deep 
sense of obligation for their service dic
tate that this be done. 

Mr. President, again I would like to 
express my gratitude and appreciation 
to my distinguished colleagues on the 
Foreign Relations Committee for their 
efforts in bringing this resolution to the 
attention of the full Senate today. 

Mr. President, in addition to the other 
cosponsors, I ask unanimous consent 
that the Senator from Indiana (Mr. 
BAYH) and the Senator from Kentucky 
<Mr. FoRD ) be added as cosponsors to 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 17. I 
believe all of the other members of the 
Foreign Relations Committee are co
sponsors. 

Mr. HELMS. I thank the Senator from 
Kansas. Mr. President, on this significant 
anniversary, it is especially important 
that the Senate go on record to reassure 
the families of American MIA's-families 
whose heartbreak has been compounded 
by years of inaction in terms of estab
lishing whether missing American fight
ing men are still alive. 

Mr. President, we owe it to these fam
ilies to pursue this matter until all of our 
missing men are accounted for. After all, 
these men were sent to the other side of 
the world to fight a war they were not 
allowed to win. 

Mr. President, we continue to hear re
ports that some of these missing men 
may today be prisoners of the Com
munists. These reports agonize the fam
ilies of these men. These families deserve 
t o know the truth. 

I commend the Senator from Kansas 
<Mr. DoLE) on his resolution. I am hon
ored to cosponsor it. I thank him for 
yielding to me. 
• Mr. BAYH. Mr. President, I have 
joined with several of my colleagues in 
sponsoring the resolution being consid
ered today to utilize our influence 
through the United Nations in order to 
determine the fate of 2,300 American 
servicemen still unaccounted for in 
Southeast Asia since the cessation of 
U.S. military involvement in Vietnam. 
The General Assembly of the United Na
tions itself has adopted a resolution 
which states specifically the importance 
of such an accounting by declaring that: . 

The desire to know t he fate of loved ones 
lost in armed conflicts is a basic human need 
which should be satisfied to the greatest 
extent possible, and that provision of infor
mation on those who are missing or who 
have died in armed conflicts should not be 
delayed merely because other issues remain 
pending. 

Despite assurances by the Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam that it is conduct
ing an extensive search for Americans 
listed as missing and for information 
that might indicate their fate, we seem 
to obtain the remains of our MIA's only 
after some official delegation proceeds to 
Hanoi to talk about normalization of re
lations with that regime. I think many 
of my colleagues share a strong resent-

ment over the Communist officials in that 
country preying on the feelings of the 
families involved in this way. I know my 
constituents who are members of the 
National League of Families of American 
Prisoners and Missing in Southeast Asia 
would prefer that Hanoi make a good 
faith effort, rather than exhibit a crass 
attempt to win support of their desire for 
U.S. economic assistance by suddenly 
''discovering" the remains of U.S. serv
icemen when it seems to fit a political 
purpose. 

Last year, I made my feelings on this 
matter clear to the President by stating 
that such efforts should merit no special 
acclaim and were not enough to con
vince me or my colleagues who joined in 
this message that direct or indirect eco
nomic aid to Vietnam was in our in
terest. 

In order to develop an international 
means to spur cooperation of the SRV 
in disclosing the fate of U.S. servicemen 
still listed as MIA, Senate Concurrent 
Resolution 17 urges the President to in
struct the Secretary of State to propose 
to the U.N. Secretary-General that a 
Special Investigatory Commission be set 
up to secure a full accounting of our 
servicemen listed as missing in South
east Asia. The Commission would be 
composed of individuals selected because 
of their impeccable credentials and 
longstanding service to the principles 
embodied in the U.N. charter ; it would 
be authorized to hold hearings, receive 
written communications, and seek the 
full cooperation and the facilities of the 
SRV for the purposes of verifying crash 
sites, confirming information on the last 
known whereabouts of missing Amer
cans, and taking other measures to 
secure a full accounting. 

Mr. President, we must insist on be
half of those families who still agonize 
over the uncertainty of the fates of their 
loved ones that Hanoi satisfy this basic 
human need. I would hope the majority 
of the nations of the world would feel 
likewise and that the Commission we 
are proposing today would be quickly 
established so its humanitarian work 
could begin. As the Nation pauses this 
week to commemorate today as "Na
tional POW -MIA Recognition Day" we 
must remain sure in our efforts and pur
pose to make certain that the fate of 
every U.S. soldier, sailor, marine, and 
airman is finally known. To do less 
would be to forever tarnish our appre
ciation of their sacrifice. 

Mr. President, I ask that a copy of my 
letter to the President dated Septem
ber 14, 1978, be placed in the CoNGRES
SIONAL RECORD. 

The letter follows: 
U.S . SENATE, 

Washington, D.O., September 14, 1978. 
THE PRESIDENT, 
The White House, 
Washington, D .O. 

DEAR MR. PRESIDENT: We are writing to 
express our continuing opposition to any 
form of bilateral economic assistance to the 
Socialist Republic of Vietnam. Such aid, 
whether or not it is identified as "war rep
arations", continues to be a goal sought by 
the SRV as part of the process leading to the 
establishment of formal diplomatic relations 
with the government in Hanoi. We believe 

you should remain firm in rejecting such a 
condition for "normalizing" relations with 
the SRV in any way shape or form. It is 
regrettable enough that international finan
cial institutions have used U.S. tax dollars 
for development projects in the SRV, despite 
our opposition. 

While it is encouraging to note that re
cent decisions by the SRV have resulted in 
the reunification of fam111es and the recovery 
of the remains of Americans missing-in-ac
tion, such gestures are simply not enough 
to convince us that direct or indirect eco
nomic aid to the SRV is in our national in
terest. Indeed, these recent steps should 
merit no special acclaim since they reflect 
what ought to be the appropriate and routine 
response of civilized nations everywhere in 
dealing with humanitarian problems. 

Revelations as to the extent of massive 
and monstrous human rights violations by 
the Cambodian regime have also tended to 
cast the human rights abuses of the SRV in 
a deceptively dim light. Still, any objective 
observer can only conclude that persistent 
and permanent patterns of human rights 
violations exist. Amnesty International re
ported that over a million people had been 
registered for "re-education" in 1975. The 
SRV itself declared in 1977 that 50,000 people 
were still "remoulding themselves" in order 
to take their places in the new revolutionary 
society. Vietnam ought to understand that a 
marked improvement in its human rights 
situation is one primary consideration in 
assessing our future relations with them. 

ln addition to these conside!ration.s, the 
plain fact is that H.anoi has •become a mem
ber of the Soviet dominated Council ifor Eco
nom'ic Mutual Assistance (OEMA) and as 
such is receiving aid from the USSR and 
OEMiA members. Assistance from the 
United States can only ease the burden now 
'borne by the Soviets. To do this does not ap
pear to be in our nationral interest. 

Mr. President, we are sure you share the 
concerns we have touched on in this letter. 
Our objective in writing is to emphasize 
support for a post-war Vietil!am policy which 
truly serves our national interest, which is 
peace with sta~bility and progress in all of 
Asia. If such a policy rests on clear concepts 
of justice and fairn.ess for the American peo
ple, we a.re sure it cannot fail to win their 
support. 

Thank you for t&dng our views into ac
count. 

ISince!rely, 
Robert C. Byrd, Barry Goldwater, Lloyd 

Bentsen, John Tower, Edward Zorin
sky, Robert Morgan, Birch Bayh, 
Thomas Mcintyre, Jennings Randolph, 
William Proxmire, Milton R . Young, 
Pete V. Domenici, S. T. Hayakawa. 
William Scott, Robert P. Griffin, Mal
colm Wallop, and J. Bennett John
ston.e 

e Mr. SCHWEIKER. Mr. President, 
July 18 has properly been proclaimed 
"National POW / MIA Recognition Day" 
by President Carter. By publicly ac
knowledging the ordeal of American 
servicemen held captive during the Viet
nam conflict while commemorating those 
killed or unaccounted for, this Nation 
responds faithfully to the humanitarian 
strain of its national and foreign policy 
tradition. Despite continuing differ
ences over the moral legitimacy and pros
ecution of the war, one cannot dismiss 
the plight of the POW /MIA's without 
surrendering some claim to his own hu
manity or moral decency. 

There is, however, a strong tendency 
to consign the Vietnam conflict to his
tory and to dissociate ourselves from 
the problems and emotional scars left 
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in its wake. Nowhere is this tendency 
more acute, nor more insupportable 
mo.rally, than in determining the un
resolved casualties of the war. Indeed, 
for the families of those whose fate is 
unknown, the suffering and bitterness of 
war endures. 

We must, therefore, expend every 
effort to obtain full accountability of 
all those whose status has never been 
definitively resolved. Nothing is accom
plished by changing status on a presump
tive basis, as congressional and Presi
derJ.tial task forces have done previously. 
Such changes do little to ease the gnaw
ing problem of those POW ;MIA families 
who must continue to live with uncer
tainty. Moreover, the recent return of 
Marine Pfc. Robert Garwood belies the 
validity of speculative findings that no 
living American prisoners remain in 
Vietnam. This occurrence alone con
firms my own worst suspicions about the 
conduct of arbitrary status reviews with
out sufficient evidence to warrant these 
changes. Similar eyewitness reports by 
Vietnamese refuge'es of American per
sonnel living in Southeast Asia com
pound the issue, yet the Carter adminis
tration has been curiously reluctant to 
pursue the leads provided. 

The controversial question of live 
prisoners and the repatriation of there
mains of the dead must be resolved 
satisfactorily without further delay. It 
must be an essential condition to nor
malizing relations with the Socialist 
Republic of Vietnam, and not a hoped
for by-product of such a process. 

Further Government investigation of 
this situation must build upon the cou
rageous efforts of the National League 
of Families of American Prisoners and 
Missing in Southeast Asia to provide 
answers to the haunting questions which 
remain. 

As we today honor the POW /MIA's 
of the Vietnam era, we cannot conscion
ably do less than to pursue and verify 
all information concerning those whose 
fate is undetermined. Failure to do so 
expeditiously would deny these indi
viduals the inalienable human right to 
be remembered and cared for by the 
Government they dutifully served. 

The POW /MIA question is ultimately 
a moral one, and we tarnish our own 
sense of honor and compassion if we 
dismiss or demean it for political 
expediency .e 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the concurrent 
resolution. 

The concurrent resolution <Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 17) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The concurrent resolution, with its 

preamble, follows: 
Whereas approximately twenty-three hun

dred Americans remain unaccounted for in 
Southeast Asia since the cessation of the 
Vietnam conflict; and 

Whereas learning the fate of t;.hose Ameri
can servicemen and civilians listed as miss
ing remains of utmost importance to the 
United States, and is considered as such 
during the negotiwtions between the United 
States and the Socialist Republic of Viet
nam; and 

Whereas the General Assemby of the 
United Nations adopted Resolution 3220 

(XXIX) calling for assistance and coopera
tion in accounting for persons who are miss
ing or dead in armed conflicts; and 

Whereas such resolution recognized "that 
one of the tragic results of armed conflicts 
is the lack of information on persons
civ111ans as well as combatants-who are 
missing or dead in armed conflicts"; and 

Whereas such resolution further states 
that "the desire to know the fate of loved 
ones lost in armed conflicts is a basic hu
man need which should be satisfied to the 
greatest extent possible, and that provision 
of information on those who are missing or 
who have died in armed conflicts should not 
be delayed merely because other issues re
main pending"; and 

Whereas the Socialist Republic of Viet
nam, despite assurances that it is conduct
ing an extensive search for Americans listed 
as missing and for information that might 
indicate their fate, has provided but meager 
information concerning the fate of these 
missing Americans; and 

Whereas present efforts to secure a full 
accounting of these Americans listed as 
missing are not productive and are ill
served by existing procedures and institu
tional frameworks: Now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate (the House of 
Representatives concurring), That it is the 
sense of Congress that the President should 
instruct the Secretary of State to seek the 
good offices of the Secretary General of the 
United Nations for the purpose of establish
ing a Special Investigatory Commission 
charged with the responsibility of securing a 
full accounting of Americans listed as miss
ing in Southeast Asia. The Commission 
should be composed of individuals selected 
because of their impeccable credentials and 
.their long-standing service to the principles 
embodied in the United Nations Charter. The 
Commission should be authorized to hold 
hearings, receive written communications, 
and seek the full cooperation and the facili
ties of the Socialist Republic of Vietnam for 
purposes of verifying crash sites, confirming 
information on the last known whereabouts 
of missing Americans, and taking other ap
propriate measures to secure a full account
ing of Americans listed as missing in South
east Asia. The Commission should be di
rected to submit a report summarizing its 
findings to the appropriate body of the 
United Nations. 

(Later the following occurred:) 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

earlier today the Senate passed Senate 
Concurrent Resolution 17, offered by Mr. 
DoLE and cosponsored by other Senators. 

There is a companion resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 10) in the Senate Com
mittee on Foreign Relations. The request 
which I am about to make has been 
cleared. 

I ask unanimous consent, and I make 
this request on behalf of the Senator 
from K•ansas (Mr. DoLE), that the Com
mittee on Foreign Relations be dis
charged from further consideration of 
House Concurrent Resolution 10, and 
that the SenaJte proceed to its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The con
current resolution will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
A concurrent resolution (H. Con. Res. 10) 

to express the sense of CO!Ilgress that a. United 
Nations speci:al investigatory commission 
should be estabUshed to secure a. full ac
counting of Americans listed oas m•issing in 
Southewst Asia. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the present consideration 
of the concurrent resolution? Without 

objection, the SenaJte will proceed to its 
consideration. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I yield to the Senator from Kansas. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, pur
suant to congressional action and sub
sequent Presidential proclamation, today 
is National POW -MIA Recognition Day, 
therefore, it is particularly significant 
that the Senate should now consider 
House Concurrent Resolution 10. I a;m 
pleased to join Senator DoLE in sponsor
ing this legislation to express the sense 
of Congress that a United Nations Spe
cial Investigatory Commission should be 
established to secure a full accounting of 
Americans listed as missing in South
east Asia. As my colleagues may know, 
Monday, July 9, the House of Repre
sentatives passed this measure. 

I commend Senator DoLE for initially 
introducing this measure in the Senate 
and the chairman of the Senate Foreign 
Relations Subcommittee on East Asian 
and Pacific Affairs, Senator JoHN GLENN 
for bringing this legislation to the floor 
for our consideration today. 

There are approximately 2,300 Ameri
cans, military and civilian, listed as miss
ing in Southeast Asia and this measure 
represents a significant step in helping 
to obtain a full accounting of these in
dividuals. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the concurrent res
olution. 

.The concurrent resolution <H. Con. 
Res. 10) was considered and agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I move to reconsider the vote by which 
the concurrent resolution was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent thaJt the action 
on Senate Concurrent Resolution 17 be 
vitiated and that that concurrent res
olution be indefinitely postponed. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

NATIONAL SCIENCE FOUNDATION 
AUTHORIZATIONS, 1979-CONFER
FERENCE REPORT 

Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I sub
mit a report of the committee of con
ference on H.R. 2729, and ask for its im
mediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The re
port will be stated. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The committee of conference on the dis
agreeing votes of the two Houses on the 
amendments of the Senate to the bill (H.R. 
2729) to authorize appropriations for activi
ties of the National Science Foundation, and 
for other purposes, having met, after full and 
free conference, have agreed to ·recommend 
and do recommend to their respective Houses 
this report, signed by all of the conferees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the Senate will proceed to the 
consideration of the conference report. 

(The conference report is printed in 
the House proceedings of the RECORD of 
July 10, 1979.) 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the conference re
port. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, I move 

to reconsider the vote by which the con
ference report was agreed to. 

Mr. STEVENS. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 
The Senate resumed consideration of 

the bill. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I thank the Senator from Arizona for his 
patience and courtesy. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the Senator 
from Missouri. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 378 

(Purpose: To make funds appropriated for 
the Emergency Conservation Program 
available prior to the beginning of fiscal 
year 1983) 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I 
send an amendment to the desk and ask 
for its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative ·Clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Arizona (Mr. DECoN
CINI) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 378. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 40, line 23, strike out the period 

and insert in lieu thereof a colon and the 
following: "Provided, That the funds ap
propriated herein shall be avaUable for ob
ligation on the date of enactment of this 
Act.". 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, the 
substance of this amendment is uncom
plicated; it simply makes the funds ap
propriated to the emergency conserva
tion program available upon enactment. 
Such a procedure is admittedly unusual, 
but in this case I am convinced that it 
is justified. 

The emergency conservation program 
was financed at a level of $17 million for 
the current fiscal year-$10 million in 
new appropriations and $7 million in 
carryover funds. Unhappily, this has 
proved to be insufficient. The last several 
months have witnessed an extraordinary 
number of natural disasters. Floods, 
storms, drought, and every other con
ceivable form of damaging natural ca
tastrophes have befallen in almost every 
region of the country. Unfortunately, the 
full extent and costs of the devastation 
to our farms and rangelands were not 
known soon enough to include additional 
funds in the supplemental bill. Indeed, 
firm information on the requirements of 
the emergency conservation program 
was not available until just yesterday 
when the Agricultural Stabilization and 
Conservation Service released the re-

suits of a comprehensive inventory of 
ECP funds. These figures show that the 
entire $17 million provided for fiscal year 
1979 has been obligated and that over 
$7 million in eligible applications for 
assistance remain unfinanced. These 
outstanding applications, I might add, 
are from 21 States, and I ask that the 
ASCS document listing the amounts re
quired by State be printed in the REc
ORD a.t this point. 

There being no objection, the docu
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
REcoRD, as follows: 

EMERGENCY CONSERVATION PROGRAM 
Fiscal 1979 unfinanced requirements as of 

July 17, 1979 
State: Amount 

Alabama---------------------- $556,000 
Ari~na ----------------------- 803,000 
Colorado ------------------ --- 26,000 
Connecticut ------------------ 3, 000 
Illinois ----------------------- 400,000 
Indiana ---------------------- 195,000 
Ieansas ---------------------- 300,000 
Kentucky -------------------- 35,000 
Maine ----------------------- 50,000 
Massachusetts ---------------- 1~000 
Michigan ------------------ --- 5,000 
Minnesota -------------------- 350, 000 
Mississippi ---- ------ ------- - - 45, 000 
Montana. -------------- ------- 400,000 
New York_____________________ 20,000 
North Dakota __________________ !, 000,000 

Penns~lvania ----------------- 26,000 Tennessee ____________________ 2,131,000 

Texas ------------------------ 700,000 
West Virginia______________ ___ 5, 000 
Wisconsin ------ -------------- 7, 000 

Total _____________________ 7,066,000 

NOTE.-This total does not include any 
funds for disasters that could occur during 
the rest of the 1979 fiscal year. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, these 
figures are not simply numbers; they 
represent the real needs of hard working 
men and women who have seen the farms 
and ranches in which they have invested 
so much, ravaged by a capricious and 
sometimes ruthless nature. It is, there
fore, absolutely essential that this back
log of unfinanced applica;tions be cleared 
up with as much dispatch as possible and 
that is the reason for making the funds 
provided in the ECP account :available 
upon enactment. Let me emphasize this 
last point, Mr. President. The sole reason 
for this amendment is to furnish the 
funds necessary to provide immediate 
ECP financing for the eligible applica
tions that remain outstanding from fiscal 
year 1979. It is my intention that these 
applications should receive the first pri
ority in the distribution of the funds con
tained in this bill for the emergency con
servation program. 

I believe the distinguished floo·r man
ager shares my concerns in this regard 
and has no objection to this amendment. 
Perhaps he would be willing to support 
the inclusion of language in the confer
ence report confirming the priority we 
attach to clearing up the backlog of ap
plications that has developed in this 
progrMll. 

Mr. President, I understand that this 
has been cleared with the distinguished 
chairman and I understand they can ac
cept the amendment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
think we are prepared to accept this 

amendment. The bill does contain $10 
million for the emergency conservation 
programs. These funds could be available 
upon enactment. We understand, of 
course, that the 1979 unfinanced require
ments would be funded before any re
quest beyond the $7 million. 

I am looking at the document the Sen
ator from Arizoilla referred to. There are 
27 States and these are the target States? 

Mr. DECONCINI. That is correct. 
I thank the distinguished Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Do the 

Senators yield back their time? 
Mr. EAGLETON. I yield back there

mainder of my time. 
Mr. BELLMON. Before I yield back 

whatever time I have, I want to say the 
minority has no objection to this amend
ment, Mr. President. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All time 
has been yielded back. The question is on 
agreeing to the amendment of the Sena
tor from Arizona. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. DECONCINI. I move to recon

sider the vote by which the amendment 
was agreed to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, I had 
intended to introduce an amendment to 
this legislation to allow local food banks 
to participate in the USDA commodity 
distribution program. The CDP makes 
agricultural commodities available to 
needy individuals. Foods so donated to 
the States are distributed through meals 
served at senior centers or similar 
settings. 

Food banks can make a very impor
tant contribution to meeting the nutri
tional needs of those who require food 
assistance in emergency situations in 
today's inflation-ridden economy. The 
one in my hometown of Tucson, the 
Tucson community food bank, has been 
extremely successful. During the past 
3 years, the TCFB has met the critical 
needs of many Pima County families by 
providing temporary, emergency food 
assistance through their emergency food 
box program. In 1978, for example, 
nearly 16,000 food boxes were distrib
uted, providing families with a 3-day 
supply of food, and over 99,700 pounds 
of salvaged food <edible but not sale
able) were distributed to nonprofit 
charities. All of this food was purchased 
or acquired through independent con
tributions and church donations. 

However, as might be predictable in 
these times, donations have not kept up 
with ~ampant food price inflation-in
flation which creates even greater need 
for these services. When the bank re
quested to participate in the commodity 
distribution program, they were told 
they were prohibited from doing so as a 
result of the manner in which their food 
is distributed. To be eligible, organiza
tions must distribute their food through 
a formal lunch program, prepared and 
administered onsite. This seems a some
what restrictive requirement and serves 
to exclude food banks from participation. 

It should be noted that the commodity 
distribution program preceded the birth 
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and growth of food banks across the 
country. 

It may well be that the time has come 
to reassess this restriction which appears 
to operate to impede public and private 
cooperation in meeting the nutritional 
needs of the poor and elderly. Some sort 
of collaborative arrangement between 
the USDA and the food banks would, on 
the face of it, appear to enhance the flex
ibility and responsiveness of the Federal 
Government's nutritional effort. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I would agree with 
the Senator from Arizona that this idea 
has merit. However, our information on 
the feasibility and costs of expanding the 
program to include food banks is sketchy 
at best. 

Mr. DECONCINI. The chairman is 
quite correct. And, I share his commit
ment to proceeding with this idea only 
after a careful look has been taken at 
the need for and the price tag entailed in 
expanding this program. That is precisely 
why I have decided not to pursue my 
amendment at this point. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I thank the Senator 
and would like to see Congress and the 
Department of Agriculture look into the 
possibility of making these commodities 
available for the worthwhile work of such 
organizations. Toward this end, I sug
gest that a letter be sent to Secretary 
Bergland, over our signatures, requesting 
the Department to investigate and report 
to the appropriate committees within 6 
months on the feasibility, need, and costs 
associated with allowing food banks to 
participate in the commodity distribu
tion program. And, I would be happy to 
request that appropriate language be in
cluded in the conference committee's 
report. 

Mr. DECONCINI. I thank the distin
guished chairman for his assistance and 
cooperation in this important matter. 

AID TO UGANDA 
Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I ask 

that the Chair lay before the Senate a 
message from the House of Representa
tives on S. 1019. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER laid be
fore the Senate the following message 
from the House of Representatives: 

Resolved, That the bl.ll !rom the SenatE: 
(S. 1019) entitled "An Act to amend the 
International Development and Food As
sistance Act of 1978 and the Foreign Assist
ance and Related Programs Appropriations 
Act, 1979 by striking out certain prohibitions 
relating to Uganda, and for other purposes", 
do pass with the following amendment: 

Strike out all after the enacting clause, 
and insert: That (a) section 602 of the In
ternational Development and Food Assist
ance Act of 1978 (Public Law 95-424; 92 
Stat. 937) is amended by inserting imme
diately before the period at the end thereof 
the following: ", except that the President 
may waive this prohibition with respect to 
Uganda if he determines, and so reports to 
the Cong•·ess, that the Government of 
Uganda does not engage in a consistent pat
tern of gross violations of internationally 
recognized human rights and that furnish
ing assistance to Uganda would further the 
foreign policy interests of the United States". 

(b) Section 108 of the Foreign Assistance 

and Related Programs Appropriations Act, 
1979 (Public Law 95-481; 92 Stat. 1591), is 
amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: "The President may waive this 
prohibition in order to provide assistance 
(other than assistance under chapter 4 or 5 
of part II of the Foreign Assistance Act of 
1961 or under the Arms Export Control Act) 
to Uganda if he determines, and so reports 
to the Congress, that the Government of 
Uganda does not engage in a consistent pat
tern of gross violations of internationally 
recognized human rights and that furnish
ing assistance to Uganda would further the 
foreign policy interests of the United States.". 

Mr. CHURCH. Mr. President, I move 
that the Senate disagree to the amend- . 
ments offered by the House and reques.t 
a conference with the House thereon, and 
that the Chair be authorized to appoint 
conferees on the part of the Senate. 

The motion was agreed to and the Pre
siding Officer <Mr. BAucus) appointed 
Mr. CHURCH, Mr. PELL, Mr. McGOVERN, 
Mr. GLENN, Mr. JAVITS, Mr. PERCY, and 
Mr. HAYAKAWA conferees on the part of 
the Senate. 

Mr. BELLM ON was recognized. 
Mr. BELLMON. I yield to the distin

guished majority leader. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I thank the distinguished Senator. I ask 
unanimous consent that I may proceed 
for 2 minutes and that the time not be 
charged to anyone. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

UNANIMOUS CONSENT AGREE-
MENT-LABOR-HEW APPROPRIA
TIONS AND EXPORT BILL 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that, following 
the disposition of the agriculture appro
priations bill, the Senate proceed to the 
consideration of the Labor-HEW appro
priations bill, with the understanding 
that this not be before tomorrow and 
that no call for the regular order bring 
that bill down; provided further that, on 
Friday, the majority leader be authorized, 
after consultation with the distinguished 
acting Republican leader or the Republi
can leader, to call up Calendar Order No. 
181, S. 737, the export bill; provided that 
if the Labor-HEW appropriations bill 
has not theretofore been disposed of, only 
amendments by Mr. Stevens be in order 
to the export bill on Friday; and that 
during the consideration of that upon 
the disposition of those amendments, the 
Senate then return to the Labor-HE:VV 
appropriation bill in the event it has not 
been disposed of by that time; and that, 
in that event, the export bill be tempo
rarily laid aside and that no call for the 
regular order may bring down the La
bor-HEW appropriations bill until it has 
been disposed of. 

Mr. STEVENS, Mr. CULVER, and Mr. 
JAVITS reserved the right to object. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Alaska. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, it is my 
understanding that, following that se
quence, the export bill will be the busi
ness taken up after the Labor-HEW bill? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes, the ex
port bill would be and is now the pending 

business before the Senate, except for 
the consent order that has been entered 
to bring up the agricultural appropria
tions bill. 

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right to 
object further, I want to state that I am 
indebted to the majority leader. I may 
have to be away on Saturday. I am not 
sure about that yet. The manager of the 
bill has consented to allow me to bring 
up the amendments concerning Alaskan 
oil on Friday under this arrangement. 
It will mean putting aside the HEW bill 
temporarily to consider the Alaska oil 
questions and going back to HEW once 
those questions are resolved that per
tain to the Riegle amendment. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. After which, 
may I say, also, to assure the Senator, 
upon the disposition of the amendments 
by Mr. STEVENS, the Senate would auto
matically revert back to the Labor-HEW, 
and on the disposition of that bill the 
Senate would automatically go back to 
the export bill. 

Mr. JAVITS. Reserving the right to 
object, is there any unanimous consent 
upon the export administration bill? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. STEVENS. There is a time agree

ment. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That has al-

ready been entered. 
Mr. JA VITS. There is? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. J AVITS. Go back to that? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. JAVITS. And this consent is not 

prejudicing the matter further, other 
than to consider the Stevens amend
ment? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. This only per
mits the Senate to go to the Labor-HEW 
after the agriculture bill, and that on 
Friday, if the Labor-HEW has not been 
disposed of prior to that time, the Sen
ate temporarily go to the export bill to 
dispose of the Stevens amendment, after 
which it would go back on Labor-HEW. 

Mr. STEVENS. Reserving the right to 
object, further, there is a time agreement 
on the amendments that I intend to offer 
concerning the Riegle amendment to the 
export bill, that is already agreed to. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Will the Senator 
yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DECONCINI. Does the majority 

leader anticipate returning to HE:W and 
doing that on Saturday? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. It would 
be the intention of the leadership to con
tinue Labor-HEW on Saturday, if neces
sary, or the export bill on Saturday, if 
necessary. 

Mr. DECONCINI. Either one? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. DECONCINI. And the agreement 

does not include any time limitation on 
HEW? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It does not. 
Mr. DECONCINI. On amendments. 
I thank the Senator. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I have an amendment to 

the export bill. There would be an oppor
tunity for that, I assume, on either Fri
day or Saturday? 
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Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I did not 

understand the Senator. 
Mr. STEVENS. The Senator asked if 

there would be an opportunity to amend 
the bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. How long will it 
take? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I do not know. 
But the Labor-HEW appropriation 
would not be inconvenient except for the 
time required to dispose of the Stevens 
amendments on--

Mr. MAGNUSON. There is a time 
limitation. 

Mr. STEVENS. Yes, on those. 
Mr. MUSKIE. Since we have the 

Stevens amendment on Friday, have my 
amendment on Friday. I would be glad 
to have a time agreen;tent. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. It is all right 
with me. But the Senator from Wash
ington would have to give his approval 
because his bill, the Labor-HEW appro
priation bill, will be set aside, and the 
only reason was to accommodate the 
Senator from Alaska who may have to 
be away on Saturday. 

If the Senator from Washington would 
have no objection--

Mr. MUSKIE. I would be willing to 
have a time agreement. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. To the Senator 
from Maine also calling up his amend
ment on Friday to the export bill. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am just wonder
ing how long the export bill will take. 
I understood it was to be just a tem
porary matter, disposed of very quickly, 
and the amendment from the Senator 
from Alaska. Then we would go back to 
HEW. 

We may be finished on HEW. I hope 
we can, but I doubt it. Then we will go on. 

But we are going to go on with the 
HEW bill until it is finished this week. 
Is that correct? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. All right. 
Mr. MUSKIE. I understand. I would 

be willing to take a time limitation. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. I have no objection 

to the Senator from Maine, but what is 
the time limitation? What would be the 
time limitation? 

Mr. MUSKIE. An hour. 
Mr. MAGNUSON. All right. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. There is al

ready a time agreement on the bill, may 
I say to the distinguished Senator from 
Maine, which would, I think, allow 1 
hour on any amendment. 

Mr. MUSKIE. All right. That is agree
able. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. If the dis
tinguished Senator from Washington has 
no objection to allowing the Senator 
from Maine to call up his amendment to 
that bill on Friday, I would make that 
request. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. Well, I have no ob
jection, if the Senate will get to work 
tomorrow and finish the HEW bill, and 
get it over with. But I have no objection 
if there is a time limitation. 

Mr. MUSKIE. I thank the Senator. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 

Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 

Chair and I thank all Senators. 

AGRICULTURE, RURAL DEVELOP
MENT, AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1980 

The Senate continued with the con
tinuation of H.R. 4387. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 379 

(Purpose: To limit the availability of ap
propriated funds for reimbursement for 
milk served under the Special Milk Pro
gram) 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment to the desk and ask for 
its immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows : 

The Senator from Oklahoma (Mr. BELL
MON) proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 379. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 43, line 18, strike the material be

fore the period and insert in lieu thereof 
"$102,700,000 to remain available until Sep
tember 30, 1981: Provided, That no funds 
appropriated by this Act may be used for 
payments which exceed five cents per half
pint for milk served in schools, child care in
stitutions and summer camps participating 
in a meal service program authorized under 
the National School Lunch Act, as amended, 
or the Child Nutrition Act of 1966, as amend
ed, except that this prO!'vision shall not apply 
to payments for milk served free of charge.'' 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, this 
amendment relates to the special milk 
program, with which I think all Mem
bers of the Senate are thoroughly fa
miliar, since we have debated the issue 
and voted on it here in this body fre
quently before. 

Mr. President, each administration, 
starting back with President Johnson, 
recommended reductions--

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Will the 
Senator suspend? The Senate is not in 
order. 

The Senator from Oklahoma. 
Mr. BELLMON. I thank the Chair. 
Mr. President, each administration 

starting with President Johnson has 
recommended reductions in this program 
and the present administration not only 
recommended reductions, but recom
mended wiping it out. 

This subsidy will cost $142 million in 
fiscal year 1979, and unless we take some 
action, the program will cost $160 mil
lion in fiscal year 1980. 

Mr. President, this amendment does 
not stop the special milk program. We 
tried to do that and it simply is not 
politically possible. 

What this amendment does is to re
duce the subsidy from 7.8 cents per car
ton down to 5 cents per carton. 

Mr. President, we have already sent 

to each Member of the Senate a "Dear 
Colleague" letter explaining the amend
ment in detail. Attached to this is a let
ter from the Secretary of Agriculture 
giving his view of this program. I ask 
unanimous consent that the "Dear Col
league" letter, the letter to the Secretary 
of Agriculture, plus a legislative update, 
be printed in the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the ma
terial was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., July 18,1979. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: I urge your support for 
an amendment I will offer reducing by $40 
million appropriations for the Special Milk 
Program under H.R. 4387, the Agriculture 
Appropriations Bill for FY 1980. This bill will 
probably be considered today. The amend
ment will make a modest reduction in the 
Federal subsidy for milk served to non-needy 
children. It has the support of the Adminis
tration. 

The Special Milk Program overlaps and 
duplicates to a great extent the school lunch 
and school breakfast programs which also 
serve milk paid for by the Federal Govern
ment. Under the Special Milk Program, milk 
can be served separately at the same time 
meals are being served (for children who do 
not eat federally subsidized lunches or 
breakfasts), or it can be served at other 
"snack times." 

Milk is served free to children from fami
lies with incomes below 125 percent of the 
poverty line. The amendment would make no 
change in the provision of free milk for poor 
children. 

The amendment would reduce the amount 
of subsidy provided to non-needy children 
(i.e., those not eligible for free milk) from 
approximately 7.8 cents per half-pint carton 
to 5 cents. In other words, children from 
non-needy famiiles would pay approximately 
3 cents more per half-pint carton of milk. 
This reduction would not apply, however, to 
schools which do not have either a break
fast or lunch program. 

A fact sheet from the U.S.D.A. along with 
a letter from Secretary Bergland providing 
supporting information on this amendment 
are attached. 

The amendment would reduce milk con
sumption in the schools by only one-half 
of one percent. It is thus not an anti-nutri
tion amendment. Moreover, the amount of 
milk purchased by U.S.D.A. child nutrition 
programs in FY 1980 will g.-ow by an esti
mated $160 million due primarily to in
creases in the Women, Infants and Children 
special feeding program (WIC). 

The President's budget for FY 1980 pro
posed a reduction of $118 million in the 
Special Milk Program. This reduction was 
endorsed by both the Agriculture and Ap
propriations Committees in their March 15 
reports to the Budget Committee. The First 
Budget Resolution assumed that this larger 
reduction would be made. Based on Senate 
actions during the consideration of S. 292 
(the W.I.C. authorization) earlier this year, 
it now appears clear that the Senate will not 
support the larger cut recommended by the 
President. The smaller reduction proposed 
by this amendment is not only prudent 
from a budget standpoint, but is also sound 
nutrition pol~cy. 

I urge your support for the amendment. 
Please call Bob Fulton (4-1458) or Stephen 
Kohashi ( 4-0335) if you or your staff have 
questions. 

Sincerely, 
HENRY BELLMON. 
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DEPARTMENT OF AGRICULTURE, 

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY, 
Washington, D.C., July 12, 1979. 

Hon. THOMAS F. EAGLETON, 
U.S. Senate, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR EAGLETON: I understand 
that an amendment wlll be offered today in 
the Senate Appropriations Committee to re
duce the funding for the Special Milk Pro
gram. While this amendment would not 
achieve the full amount of savings proposed 
in the President's budget for FY 1980, I want 
to assure you that I believe it is a step in 
the right direction and it has my whole
hearted support. 

As I understand it, the effect of the 
amendment is simply to reduce the subsidy 
provided to non-poor children participating 
in the Special Milk Program. The amend
ment would not limit the availab111ty of this 
program whatsoever and poor children would 
continue to receive free milk. Children from 
non-poor fam111es would continue to receive 
a subsidy of 5 cents per half-pint of milk 
from the Federal government, even 1f they 
are from fam111es with very high incomes. 
The increased cost per half-pint of milk for 
these children would be about 3 cents at 
most. 

Let me also point out that this amend
ment would have only a minor impact on the 
dairy industry. While this amendment could 
result in a decrease in milk consumption in 
the Special Milk Program, this program con
stitutes only a small proportion of the total 
milk served is Federal feeding programs. 
Even including the effects of this amend
ment, total FY 1980 expenditures on milk 
served through Federal child nutrition pro
grams (including WIC) would be expected 
to increase by about $160 mlllion over FY 
1979. 

I believe that this amendment would 
achieve the type of spending reduction 
which must be made in a year in which 
budgetary resources are limited. It is im
portant that governmental resources be tar
geted on· high priority concerns, and I be
lieve that this amendment would help to 
focus government spending appropriately. 

Sincerely, 
BOB BERGLAND, 

Secretary. 

PROPOSED BUDGET SAVINGS IN SPECIAL MILK 
PROGRAM 

BACKGROUND 
The federal government currently subsi

dizes the cost of milk served to children in 
various schools and institutions. Federally 
subsidized milk is made available to these 
children regardless of their ability to pay
it makes no difference whether they are from 
fam111es with the lowest of annual incomes 
or from families with $60,000 and larger 
annual incomes. Many of these children re
ceive federally subsidized milk under the 
Special Mdlk Program (SMP) even though 
they already receive milk as part of the 
School Lunch or School Breakfast Programs. 

An amendment has been proposed to limit 
the amount of federal subsidy provided to 
non-needy children who participate in the 
SMP. The program would continue to operate 
in its current fashion but the reimbursement 
rate for half-pints sold to non-needy children 
in schools or institutions participating in 
other federally subsidized meal service pro
grams would be reduced from a projected 
FY 1980 average of 7.8 cents to 5.0 cents. 

PROGRAM IMPACT 
The sole effect of the proposed ·amendment 

would be a reduction of 3.0 cents in the fed-

eral subsidy for each half-pint of milk sold 
to non-needy children in schools or institu
tions whioh particlpa.te in another federally 
subsidrized feeding program. 

The proposed amendment would not limit 
the availability of milk for children-they 
would have the opportunity to receive milk 
just as often as they do now and in the same 
quantities as they presently consume. 

The proposed amendment would not affect 
the current reimbursement rate which pro
vides free milk to needy children. Nor would 
the amendment affect the reimbursement 
rate for sohools and institutions which par
ticipate only in the SMP. 

EFFECT ON DAffiY INDUSTRY 
The 3.0-cent reduction in the federal re

imbursement rate for non-needy children is 
not expected to result in a significant reduc
tion in the amount of milk consumed in 
schools. USDA estimates that the subsidy 
reduction for milk sold to non-needy chil
dren would result in a maximum 11 percent 
decline in SMP participation. But since chil
dren would continue to receive milk under 
other federally subsidized child nutrition 
programs, overall milk consumption among 
all the school feeding programs is expected 
to decline by a mere V2 of 1% . 

This possible drop in consumption would 
be far more than offset by the major ex
pansion in FY 1980 funding assured by law 
for the Special Supplemental Feeding Pro
gram for Women, Infants and Children 
(WIC). The increase in expenditures on dairy 
products in FY 1980 under the WIC program 
alone is estimated to be $75 million. 

Even with the proposed amendment, the 
total value of milk consumed in the child 
nutrition and WIC programs in 1980 will be 
$1.32 billion, which is $161.2 million more 
than the value of milk consumed in FY 1979. 

The attached charts illustrate the amount 
and value of milk consumed in the Child 
Nutrition and WIC Programs during FY 1979 
with the amount and value of milk to be 
consumed in FY 1980, assuming adoption of 
the proposed amendment. -

BUDGET CONSIDERATIONS 
The cost savings which would be achieved 

through adoption of the proposed amend
ment are considerably less than the $110 
miliion in savings proposed in the President's 
budget, recommended by the Senate Agri
cultural and Appropriations Committees in 
their March 15 reports to the Budget Com
mittee, and assumed in the First Budget Res
olution of FY 1980. The proposed amendment 
would res-ult in an FY 1980 savings of about 
$50 million. 

SPECIAL MILK PROGRAM 

[In millions; fiscal years[ 

1979 
current program 

Half 
pints Value 

WIC •.... 1, 668 $216.8 
School 

feeding 
pro-
grams .. 7, 282 946.7 

TotaL 8, 950 1, 163.5 

19801 
proposed 

amendment 

Half 
pints Value 

2, 047 $291.7 

7, 248 1, 033.0 

9, 295 1, 324.7 

Difference 

Half 
pints Value 

+379 +$74. 9 

2-34 +86. 3 

+345 +161.2 

1 Includes proposed amendment to fiscal year 1980 effecting 
nonneedy children only. Would increase the price of half pint of 
milk by up to 3 cents fvr non needy children in schools or institu
tions which participate in another federally subsidized feeding 
program. This amendment would not affect the reimbursement 
rate for schools and institutions which participate only in the 
special milk program (SMP). 

2 17,000-lb decrease approximately 14/1,000 of 1 percent of 
annual milk production (1979, 122,000,000,000 lb (revised)). 

PROJECTED NUMBER OF HALF-PINTS OF MILK SERVED 
THROUGH THE CHILD NUTRITION PROGRAMS 

II n mill ions; fiscal years[ 

Program 

NSLP ••• --------------
SBP -------------------
SMP ------------------
CCFP ------------------
SFSP ------------------

Total school feeding 
program ___________ 

WIG _________ ------ --- -

Total. _____________ --

1979 current 
program 

1980 1 proposed 
amendment 

Half Half 
pints Valuez pints Value 2 

4, 310 $560.3 4, 380 $624.2 
547 71.1 590 84.1 

1, 900 247.0 1, 693 241.3 
373 48.5 433 61.7 
152 19.8 152 21.7 

7, 248 1, 033.0 7, 282 946.7 
1, 668 216.8 2, 047 291.7 

8, 950 1, 163.5 9, 295 1, 324.7 

!Includes proposed amendment -to fiscal yea~-1980 effect\ng 
nonneedy children only. Would tncr.ease the pnce of h~lf-~tnt 
of milk by up to 3¢ for nonneedy children 1n sch~ol.s or mstl~u
tions which participate in another federally subs1~1zed feedtng 
program. This amendment would not affect the re1mburs~ment 
rate for schools and institutions which participate only tn the 
special milk program (SMP). 

2 Value of half-pint of milk equals 13.04¢ in fiscal year 1979 
and 14.25¢ in fiscal year 1980. 

N.B.: NSLP= National school lunch program, SBP=Sch~o I 
breakfast program, SMP=Special milk program, GCFP=Child 
care food program, SFSP =Summer food serv1ce p~ogram, 
WIC=Special supplemental food program for women, Infants, 
and children. 

Source: Office of Legislative Affairs and Public l.nformation, 
Food and Nutrition Service, U.S. Department of Agnculture. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, subsi
dized milk is made available to all chil
dren regardless of ability to pay. It is 
mad~ available even to those children 
who already are receiving federally sub
sidized milk included in the school lunch 
and school breakfast programs. 

This program is excessive and dupli
cative. 

Each administration starting with 
President Johnson has recommended 
reductions. 

The Senate must keep in mind our 
earlier decision in the first concurrent 
budget resolution where we agreed to a 
$300 million reduction in child nutrition 
programs. So far, the Senate has passed 
only $100 million in savings. Unless we 
take on these difficult issues, Congress 
would not achieve its goal of balancing 
the Federal budget in the foreseeable 
future. 

Mr. President, the administration pro
posed the elimination of the special milk 
subsidy in those institutions which al
ready provide subsidized milk as a part 
of the school lunch or school breakfast 
program. 

This would eliminate the duplication 
in benefits of the program by allowing 
schools to choose between full meal serv
ice programs or the special milk pro
gram, and would save $100 million. 

The fun reduction proposed by the 
administration is needed; however, it is 
clear that this reduction is politically 
impossible at this time. For this reason, 
I am offering an amendment which 
would make a smaller cut in the pro
gram. Rather than eliminating the pro
gram, this amendment would merely re
strict the reimbursement to 5 cents per 
half pint of milk. Projections of reim
bursement rates under the program in 
fiscal year 1980 are 7.8 cents, and this 
slight change would save about $40 
million. 
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This amendment would have minimal 
impact on milk consumption in the 
schools, and, therefore, have almost no 
impact on the milk industry. Unaffected 
by the amendment would be mi~k. ser~ed 
to lower income children part1c1patmg 
in schools which have no other federally 
subsidized meal service program. 

This amendment is prudent and rea
sonable. I urge you to join me in sup
porting this amendment. The amend
ment will not take milk away from poor 
children or any other children. The only 
effect of the amendment is to reduce the 
milk subsidy for nonneedy children from 
7.8 cents per carton to 5 cents per 
carton. 

Mr. PROXMffiE. Mr. President, will 
the manager of the bill yield time in op
position to the amendment? Will he yield 
me 5 minutes? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
yield all the time on this amendment 
to Senator PROXMIRE for him to consume 
or allocate. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to Senator BELLMON's 
amendment to cut the special milk pro
gram by $40 million by reducing reim
bursement rates from the projected fis
cal year 1980 level of 7. 75 cents per half 
pint to 5 cents per half pint in those 
schools serving school lunches and/or 
school breakfasts. 

I oppose this amendment for the fol
lowing reasons: 

First, this issue-fiscal year 1980 fund
ing for special milk-is one that has 
been debated and considered exhaustive
ly in the past few months. It went 
through the complete gamut in the 
House of Representatives: Agriculture 
Appropriations Subcommittee, full Ap
propriations Committee, and House 
floor. In each case, the result was the 
same: full funding of $142 million for 
special milk. 

And in the Senate, both the Agricul
ture Appropriations Subcommittee and 
the full Appropriations Committee have 
approved the same figure-$142 mil
lion-for special milk for fiscal year 
1980. 

Moreover, in May, there was a full
scale debate on the Senate floor con
cerning the merits and proper funding 
level of the special program. At tha;t 
time, an attempt was made to cut the 
authorizing legislation for this program. 
During the consideration of that amend
ment, again offered by Senator BELL
MON, all aspects of the special milk pro
gram received careful scrutiny. 

All national farm groups-all of 
them-and the PTA-12 million 
strong--.:..came out in strong opposition 
to the Bellmon amendment at that time. 
Numerous Senators-! think the total 
number was about 20-came to the 
Senate :floor to defend the special milk 
program from attack. 

In the face of this overwhelming op
position, Senator BELLMON withdrew his 
amendment. 

Now he has another amendment, for 
another cut in special milk. This amend
ment, it is true, would result in a lesser 
cut than the amendment considered in 
May. 

But my point is this: In all the ex
tensive consideration of special milk in 
the Congress-both House and Senate
to date, there has been monumental sup
port for this program as it is now con
sti'tuted. 

Let us not tamper with something that 
is working so well and has so much 
support. 

Second, what the full house and the 
Senate Appropriations Committee have 
done hardly amounts to budget-busting 
when it comes to the special milk pro
gram. The figure we are talking about
$142 million-is the same as the fiscal 
year 1979 funding level for this program. 
So, special milk has already undergone 
its "budget cut," inasmuch as it has had 
to meet all the inflation, and we know 
how serious inflation has been in the last 
year and is supposed to be in 1980. The 
estimates are 8 percent to 10 percent, and 
it could be much higher than that. 

So this program is at the funding level 
of the previous year, which means there 
is a cut of about 10 percent in real terms 
in special milk at the present time. A 
further cut is not needed or warranted 
at this time. 

Third, the Bellmon proposal would re
sult in a substantial reduction in spe
cial milk consumption in our schools. No 
specific figures are available as to exact
ly what the cutback effects would be. But 
we can use data currently available to 
project an estimate of these effects. 

USDA's special milk program study de
termined that student prices for ala carte 
milk service rose by 41 percent when 
special milk was dropped and that sales 
dropped by 35 percent. 

Using this as a basis of comparison, we 
can assess the effect of the proposed re
duction in the reimbursement rate. It is 
estimated by USDA that children would 
pay 16 cents per half pint for milk in the 
total absence of the special milk pro
gram. The present 6.75 cent reimburse
ment means an average student cost of 
9.25 cents. A reduction of this rate to 5 
cents means a student cost increase of 
1.75 cents per half pint-about 18.9 per
cent. Applying the findings of the special 
milk study, this would mean a reduction 
in milk consumed of 16 percent. 

If the reimbursement rate were 7.75 
cents per half pint, as it is projected to be 
in fiscal year 1980, the rollback to 5 cents 
would mean an increase in student costs 
of 33 percent. This would translate to 28 
percent reduction in milk consumption 
under the special milk program. 

Fourth, it is lower income families 
which would be hardest hit by this pro
posed cutback. Why is this so? B~cau~e 
the lower your income, the harder It will 
be to pay for the cost increase to the st~
dent that this cutback would cause. This 
amendment assumes that anyone who is 
not in poverty-or at 125 percent of the 
poverty level-will have no trouble pick
ing up the tab for this additional cost per 
half pint of milk. This makes no sense. 
While special milk has been a major-rae
tor in equalizing milk consumption 
among children from all income levels in 
our Nation, clearly the relative cost in
crease for lower-income families would 
be greater than for children from more 
affluent families. 

Mr. President, I have addressed some 
of the key reasons why we should reject 
this particular Bellmon amendment to 
cut back special milk. 

There are many more reasons as well, 
and they apply to any attempt to cut spe
cial milk, including the Bellmon amend
ment now before us. Let me briefly cite 
some of them. 

First, children are not receiving exces
sive milk. USDA figures reveal that even 
in schools which offer breakfast, lunch, 
and SMP, children received an average 
of 1.23 8-ounce cartons of milk per day 
at school or a total daily average both in 
school and at home of 2.82 cartons
less than the four 8-ounce servings of 
milk per day recommended by most 
leading nutritionists. 

Second, special milk is not duplicative. 
Seventy percent of special milk is con
sumed by children who do not participate 
in a school lunch program. These are 
children who either bring a bag lunch 
from home, eat away from school, eat 
a la carte lunches, or eat no lunch at all. 
Since 1977, children eligible for free 
lunch or breakfast in schools which 
operate either of these programs may re
ceive special milk only if it is served at 
other than mealtimes. 

Third, the USDA special milk study 
shows SMP brought needy children up to 
approximately the same level of milk 
consumed per day as that of nonneedy 
children. Children eligible for free milk 
depended on SMP to a much greater 
extent for their daily milk requirements. 
Needy children received an average of 
43 percent more milk at school and 22 
percent less milk away from school than 
nonneedy children. 

Fourth, special milk is the most cost 
effective of all child nutrition programs. 
Administrative costs represent only 
about one-half of 1 percent of SMP 
funds; the other 99% percent is ex
pended on milk for children. 

Fifth, milk is the least wasted item in 
all child nutrition programs. USDA 
reports that milk is the least wasted item 
offered through the child nutrition 
programs. 

Finally, OCC purchases would offset 
any savings realized by a ~utback. T~e 
savings to be realized by this cutback m 
SMP would be partially offset by Com
modity Credit Corporation <CCC) pur
chases and would not result in a total 
savings of $40 million to the U.S. Treas
ury. Moreover, it seems much better to 
me to have good, nutritious fluid milk 
in the stomachs of our children than to 
pay for powdered milk to sit in our CCC 
warehouses, which are already over
loaded with this same product. 

Mr. President, for all these reasons, I 
oppose the Bellmon amendment and 
urge my colleagues to do the same. 

I ,am happy to yield to my colleague 
from Wisconsin whatever time he 
requires. 

Mr. NELSON. I thank my senior col
league from Wisconsin. 

Mr. President, I oppose the amend
ment proposed by the Senator from 
Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON). This am.end
ment would reduce the fiscal year 1980 
reimbursement rate for milk purchased 
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under the special milk program from 
7.75 cents to 5 cents in schools which 
offer a federally subsidized meal pro
gl'lam. The Bellmon amendment would 
impact 75,000 schools and institutions 
currently participating in the program 
and would cut $40 million from the fiscal 
year 1980 funding level of $142 million 
which was recommended by the Senate 
Appropriations Committee. Eighty-nine 
percent of the schools currently partici
pating in the special milk program 
would have their reimbursement rates 
cut and special milk program funding 
would be reduced by 29 percent. A 
budget cut of this proportion in a pro
gram which has proven over its 25-year 
history that it contributes substantially 
to the health and well-being of our 
Nation's children is unwarranted. 

The proposed reduction in SMP re
imbursement rates would have a sub
stantial negative impact on children and 
s?hools in Wisconsin. Based on data pro
VIded by the State of Wisconsin, 91 per
cent or 2,912 schools in Wisconsin would 
11:ave ti;teir reimbursement rates for spe
Cial milk reduced. Wisconsin's current 
special milk program expenditures would 
be reduced by at least $1.3 million, which 
means that, at a minimum the SMP in 
Wisconsin would be cut 28 percent. 

.Attempts to make cuts in the special 
rmlk program are not new. This issue 
has ?e~n be~ore the Congress during the 
adrrumstrat10ns of Presidents Johnson 
~ixon, Ford, and Carter. On each occa~ 
SIOn, C?ongress has found the proposed 
reductions to be unjustifiable and has 
rejected them. Just this past May the 
Senate debated a similar amendment of
fered by the Senator from Oklahoma 
which would have substantially cut the 
special milk program. At the time there 
were many Senators who felt compelled 
to participate in the Senate debate and 
voice their opposition to reductions in 
,the special milk program. The amend
ment was subsequently withdrawn. 

Since the Senate floor debate in May, 
the House Appropriations Committee 
and the Senate Appropriations Com
mittee have both recommended that the 
special milk program be funded at its 
current level of $142 million. Despite all 
the other areas of the budget which the 
Appropriations Committees felt com
pelled to cut, these committees decided 
npt to make any reductions in SMP 
spending. It would seem as if these ac
tions would have finally decided this is
sue and that further debate would not 
be necessary at this time. 

The SMP and other child nutrition 
programs are intended to encourage 
sound nutritional habits in our children. 
These programs represent an invest
ment against future health costs that 
are certain to occur if our children fail 
to obtain their minimum daily nutri
tional requirements. 

It has been estimated that the Bell
mon amendment would result in a 16- to 
28-percent reduction in the consumption 
of milk served under the special milk 
program. Most of the reduction in milk 
consumption would occur because the 
price children from low-income working 
families would have to pay would in-

crease to a level these children and their 
families could no longer afford. These 
are children who should not have their 
nutritional requirements compromised. 

A $40 million reduction in expendi
tures on milk for children represents a 
step backward from the previous com
mitments the Congress has made to im
prove the nutritional status of the Na
tion's children, and it risks undoing 
what progress we have made thus far. 

Mr. President, in my judgment it 
makes good economic sense for the Fed
_eral Government to encourage consump
tion of products which make a positive 
contribution to a child's nutritional 
status. An investment now in adequate 
and proper nutrition will serve as an 
insurance policy against future health 
costs and will help to reduce the Nation's 
long range health bill. 

I urge my colleagues to vote against the 
Bellmon amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEWART). Who yields time? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, does 
the Senator from Maine want time in op
position to the amendment or in favor of 
the amendment? 

Mr. MUSKIE. I want time to give sup
port to my colleague, Senator BELLMON, 
who has ventured into areas where it is 
very dangerous to venture, and I think he 
should have some support. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, in the 
absence of Senator BELLMON, I yield 
time to the Senator from Maine. I am 
sure Senator BELLMON will make it up. 

Mr. MUSKIE. Two minutes. 
Mr. President, I will not belabor this 

point. I fully understand what the Sen
ators from Wisconsin are saying. 

The appeal of milk for children, 
whether needy or nonneedy children, is 
very great in Congress and, indeed, in 
the country as a whole. 

Mr. President, I support Senator BELL
MON's amendment to reduce the average 
Federal subsidy for special milk for non
needy students by approximately 3 cents. 

The amendment is not expected to 
cause a significant reduction in the 
amount of milk consumed in schools. 
This amendment in no way affects the 
serving of milk in school lunches and 
breakfasts, including free and reduced 
price meals. Also, the amount will not af
fect the price of milk for children who 
cannot obtain it as part of the federally 
subsidized lunch or breakfast program. 

This amendment would reduce the 
fiscal year 1980 appropriation for special 
milk by $40 million. 1:n the first budget 
resolution the Senate assumed savings of 
$118 million in the special milk program; 
none of these savings have been achieved 
to date. 

This proposal will not affect the pro
vision of free milk to needy children. 
Neither will it limit the availability of 
school milk for children-they will be 
able to get milk as often and in the same 
amounts as they do now. The amendment 
merely cuts the Federal subsidy for half 
pints of milk sold to nonneedy children 
from 7.8 cents to 5 cents in schools Which 
participate in another federally subsi
dized feeding program. 

The Federal subsidy for milk for non
needy students would be reduced by 3 
cents-but not eliminated--so that a 

maximum Federal subsidy of 5 cents 
would still be provided. This is not an 
unreasonable cost to pass on to families 
with income in excess of poverty levels. 

The amendment is not expected to 
cause a significant reduction in the 
amount of milk consumed in schools. 
Also, the amendment will not affect the 
price of milk for children who cannot 
obtain it as part of the federally subsi
dized lunch or breakfast program. 

Mr. President, this is a modest and 
sensible proposal and I urge my col
leagues to give it their support. It will 
achieve some of the savings in the spe
cial milk program that the Senate as
sumed in the first budget resolution. And 
it will achieve these savings without af
fecting the provision of free milk to 
needy children or reducing the availabil
ity of milk in schools. 

While this amendment is only a modest 
step, it is nevertheless a most necessary 
one. It now appears that the Appropria
tions Committee may exceed the amount 
allocated to it in the first budget resolu
tion by up to $5.5 billion in budget au
thority and $4.7 billion in outlays when 
both the regular appropriation bills and 
the 1980 supplemental requirements are 
taken into account. We now face the 
prospect that these appropriations ex
cesses plus the apparent economic slow
down may drive the deficit for fiscal 
year 1980 higher than for fiscal year 
1979. 

It is essential that we achieve sav
ings, however modest, when we can. 
That is a principle that the distin
guished Senator from Oklahoma my 
good friend, undertakes to pursue ~hen
ever and wherever he can. ·Often, it 
means appearing to be unfriendly to 
programs such as this, which has great 
appeal. 

Senator BELLMON believes in the milk 
program as strongly as anyone else, but 
we do need to find sound proposals 
which will achieve needed savings with
out cutting costs in essential programs. 
It is in pursuit of that principle that the 
Senator from Oklahoma has offered his 
amendment, and I think I owe him the 
duty of supporting it. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I yield 
the Senator from Vermont such time as 
he may require. 

Mr. LEAHY. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I point out that this 

matter really has been debated before. 
The House of Representatives approved 
full funding of $142 million for special 
milk for fiscal year 1980. The same fig
ures were approved by the Appropria
tions Subcommittee and by the full 
Senate Appropriations Committee. More
over, it was debated on the fioor of the 
Senate before, and the amendment was 
withdrawn with respect to the author
izing legislation. 

I do not think anything I can say 
here tonight would change the mind of 
the Senator from Wisconsin or anybody 
else. 

In this regard, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
"Dear Colleague" letter that Senator 
PROXMIRE and I have distributed today 
which clearly sets out my feelings in th~ 
matter. 
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There being no objection, the letJter 

was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

JULY 18, 1979. 
DEAR COLLEAGUE: When H.R. 4387, the 

Agriculture, Rural Development and Related 
Agencies Appropriations Bill for Fiscal Ye~ 
1980, reaches the Senate floor, we under
stand that Senator Bellman may offer an 
amendment to cut approximately $40 million 
from the Special Milk Program (SMP) by 
reducing reimbursement rates from the pro
jected FY80 level of 7.75 cents per half pint 
to 5 cents per half pint in those schools serv
ing school lunches and/ or school breakfasts. 

We are opposed t o this amendment !or the 
following reasons : 

1. Issue already debated. The House o! 
Representatives has approved full funding 
of $142 million for Special Milk for FY80. 
This same figure-$142 million-was approv
ed by the Senate Agriculture Appropriations 
Subcommittee and by the full Senate Ap
propriations Committee, where it was thor
oughly debated and discussed. Moreover, 
efforts by Senator Bellman in May to cut 
Special Milk through a change in the author
izing legislation faced overwhelming opposi
tion on the Senate floor , leading to his with
drawal of the amendment. 

2. FY80 figure same as FY79. The amount 
!or Special Milk in the FY80 agriculture ap
propriations bill approved by the full House 
and by the Senate Appropriations Committee 
is exactly the same as the FY79 figure. Spe
cial Milk, therefore, has already sustained 
its budgetary cut. Further cuts are not war
ranted or necessary. 

3. Milk consumption reduced. No specific 
figures are available on how the Bellmen cut 
would affect milk consumption. But projec
tions from USDA's own Special Milk study 
suggest a reduction in milk consumed under 
SMP of 16 percent (at the present 6.75 cents 
per hal! pint reimbursement rate) and 28 
percent (at the projected FY80 reimburse
ment rate of 7.75 cents per half pint.) 

4. Lower-income !am111es hardest hit by 
cut. The burden of the cut would fall most 
heavily on lower-income fam111es. While 
SMP has been a major factor in equalizing 
milk consumption, the relative cost increase 
for lower-income fam111es would be greater 
than for children from more affluent families . 

5. Children not receiving excessive milk. 
USDA figures reveal that even in schools 
which offer breakfast, lunch, and SMP, chil
dren received an average of 1.23 eight-ounce 
cartons of milk per day at school or a. total 
daily average both in school and at home of 
2.82 cartons-less than the 4 eight-ounce 
servings of milk per day recommended by 
most leading nutritionists. 

6. Special Milk not duplicative. Seventy 
percent of Special Milk is consumed by chil
dren who do not participate in a school lunch 
program. These are children who either bring 
a bag lunch from home, eat away from 
school, eat a la carte lunches, or eat no lunch 
at all. Since 1977, children eligible for free 
lunch or breakfast in schools which operate 
either of these programs may receive Special 
Milk only if it is served at other than meal 
times. 

7. USDA study shows SMP brought needy 
children up to approximately same level of 
milk consumed per day as that of non-needy 
children. Children eligible for free milk de
pended on SMP to a much greater extent 
for their dally milk requirements. Needy chil
dren received an average of 43 percent more 
milk at school and 22 percent less milk away 
from school than non-needy children. 

8. Special Milk is most cost effective of all 
Child Nutrition programs. Administrative 
costs represent only about one-half of one 
percent of SMP funds; the other 99 and one
half percent is expended on milk for children. 

9. Milk is least wasted item in all Child 
Nutrition programs. USDA reports that milk 

CXXV--1209-Part 15 

is the least wasted item offered through the 
Child Nutrition programs. 

10. CCC purchases offset any savings real
ized by cutback. The savings to be realized by 
this cutback in SMP would be partially off
set by Commodity Credit Corporation (CCC) 
purchases and would not result in a total 
savings of $40 million to the U.S. Treasury. 
Moreover, it seems much better to us to have 
good, nutritious fluid milk in the stomachs 
of our children than to pay for powdered 
milk to sit in our CCC warehouses, which are 
already overloaded with this same product. 

For these reasons, we urge you to oppose 
Senator Bellman's amendment to cut the 
Special Milk Program. If you have any ques
tions concerning this issue, please call Ken 
Dameron ( 4-5653) or David Julyan ( 4-4242) . 

Sincerely, 
WILLIAM PROXMIRE. 
PATRICK J. LEAHY. 

Mr. BELLMON. I yield myself 2 min
utes . 

Mr. President, with reference to the 
letter which the distinguished Senator 
from Vermont has put in the REcORD, 
which was distributed earlier as a "Dear 
Colleague" letter, I call attention to some 
variances that I !eel should be brought 
to the attention of the Senate. 

First of all, item No. 3 in the letter 
says that milk consumption would be 
reduced. 

I previously entered into the RECORD a 
statement called "Legislative Update," 
which relates to this issue, and I shall 
read what I consider to be the facts of 
the matter. It says: 

The 3.0 cents reduction in the federal re
imbursement rate for non-needy children is 
not expected to result in a significant reduc
tion in the amount of milk consumed in 
schools. USDA estimates that the subsidy re
duction for milk sold to non-needy children 
would result in a maximum 11 percent de
cline in SMP participation. But since chil
dren would continue to receive milk under 
other federally subsidized child nutrition 
programs, overall milk consumption among 
all the school feeding programs is expected 
to decline by a mere V:z of 1 % . 

That is all we are talking about--one
half of 1 percent. That is not the same 
view that we get in the "Dear Colleague" 
letter. 

Also, item 4 of the letter states that 
the lower income families would be hard
est hit by the cut. That patently is not 
the case. This amendment does not touch 
the lower income families . This amend
ment only touches children from families 
whose income is above 125 percent of 
poverty. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator's 2 minutes have expired. 

Mr. BELLMON. I yield myself 1 addi
tional minute. 

Point 7 of the letter states that the 
USDA shows that the special milk pro
gram brought needy children up to ap
proximately the same level of milk con
sumed per day as that of nonneedy chil
dren. 

Again, we are not in any way changing 
the accessibility of the so-called needy 
children by this amendment. This 
amendment does not in any way impact 
on children in families with incomes be
low 125 percent of poverty. 

Mr. President, I am ready to yield back 
the remainder of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 

should like to refer to one specific fig
ure which Senator BELLMON gave. 

The fact that there are not any spe
cific :figures available as to exactly what 
the cutback effects would be, but there 
has been one study, and one study only, 
as I understand it, by the U.S. Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

It determined that student prices for 
ala carte milk service rose by 41 percent 
when special milk was dropped and that 
sales dropped by 35 percent. 

Using this as a basis of comparison, 
we can assess the effect of the proposed 
reduction in the reimbursement rate. It 
is estimated by USDA that children 
would pay 16 cents per half pint for 
milk in the total absence of the special 
milk program. The present 6.75-cent 
reimbursement means an average stu
dent cost of 9.25 cents. A reduction of 
this rate to 5 cents means a student cost 
increase of 1. 75 cents per half pint-
about 18.9 percent. Applying the findings 
of the special milk study, this would 
mean a reduction in milk consumed of 16 
percent. 

If the reimbursements rate were 7.75 
cents per half pint, as it is projected to 
be in fiscal year 1980, the rollback to 5 
cents would mean an increase in student 
costs of 33 percent. 

On the basis of that one study, the 
only study that has been made of the 
effect of the increased prices on con
sumption of milk by the students in
volved in this program, this would 
translate to a 28-percent reduction in 
milk consumption under the special 
milk program. That is why we said 28 
percent. 

Mr. MATHIAS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield to the Sena
tor from Maryland. 

Mr. MATHIAS. I thank the Senator 
from Wisconsin for the very able pres
entation he has made with respect to 
the value of the special milk program. 

I served with him on the Committee on 
Appropriations, and I know how very 
frugal he can be. He has put that frugal
ity to work on this particular program, 
and I think he has discerned a great 
value of this program and the fact it is 
e. good investment by the people of 
America in the children of America. 

I hope that the amendment will not 
prevail. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, will the 
Senator yield for me very brieft.y? 

Mr. PROXMIRE. I yield. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I thank 

my colleague and I also join Senator 
MATHIAS in thanking the Senator for 
taking up the cudgels for this particular 
program. 

It is very difficult for all of us to cover 
everything. So we must be grateful to 
Members who take a particular subject, 
think it through, and then expouse the 
position which may be of very great in
terest to us both for consumers and for 
the economic position of milk producers. 

I thank the Senator very much for es
pousing that position. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, if the 
Senator from Oklahoma is ready to yield 
back the remainder of his time I am 
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ready to yield back the remainder of my 
time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
STEWART). The Senator from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, let me 
take only 1 additional minute. 

Mr. President, I wish to read one para
graph from a letter to Senator EAGLETON 
from Secretary Bergland of the Depart
ment of Agriculture. He says that: 

Even including the effects o! this amend
ment total fiscal year 1980 expenditures on 
milk served through the Federal Child Nu
trition Program, including WIC, will be ex
pected to increase by about $160 million over 
FY 1979. 

Mr. President, this program is simply 
a case of excess generosity. It is not nec
essary as far as the nutrition of the 
children is concerned. 

I strongly urge the approval of the 
amendment. 

I am ready to yield back the remainder 
of my time. 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I 
yield back my time and ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? 

There is a sufficient second. 
The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques-

tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from Oklahoma. On this 
question, the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The second assistant legisative clerk 
called the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER) 
is necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is 
absent to attend a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
any Senator in the Chamber wishing to 
vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 32, 
nays 66, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 187 Leg.) 
YEAS-32 

Armstrong 
Bellm on 
Bentsen 
Boren 
Byrd, 

Harry F., Jr. 
Cha!ee 
Chiles 
Cohen 
Danforth 
DeConcini 

Domenici 
Goldwater 
Hatch 
Hayakawa 
Helms 
Humphrey 
Kassebaum 
Laxalt 
Lugar 
McClure 
Muskie 

NAYS-66 
Baucus Hart 
Bayh Hatfield 
Biden Hefiin 
Boschwitz Heinz 
Bradley Hollings 
Bumpers Huddleston 
Burdick Inouye 
Byrd, Robert C. Jackson 
cannon Javits 
Church Jepsen 
Cochran Johnston 
Cranston Kennedy 
Culver Leahy 
Dole Levin 
Durenberger Long 
Durkin Magnuson 
Eagleton Mathias 
Exon Matsunaga 
Ford MoGovem 
Garn Melcher 
Glenn Metzenbaum 
Ora vel Morgan 

R.ibicoff 
Roth 
Schmitt 
Simpson 
Stennis 
Stevens 
Stone 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Warner 
Zorinsky 

Moynihan 
Nelson 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Percy 
Pressler 
Prmanire 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Riegle 
Sarbanes 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stevenson 
Stewart 
Talmadge 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 

Baker 
NOT VOTING-2 

Sasser 

So Mr. BELLMON's amendment (UP No. 
379) was rejected. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYR'D. Mr. President, 
for the information o'f Senators, it is the 
leadership's intention to complete action 
on this measure this evening. Senator 
EAGLETON and Senator BELLMON, the 
manager and ranking minority member, 
respectively, are of the opinion that we 
can do that, and that to proceed in that 
fashion would be better than to go over 
until tomorrow. So that is the plan, for 
the information of the Senate. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 380 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I send 
an amendment ·to the desk and ask that 
it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. 

McGOVERN) proposes an unprinted amend
ment numbered 380: 

On page 5, line 16, strike out "$370,679,000" 
and insert in lieu thereof "$372,479,000". 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, this 
amendment, which increases the agri
culture appropriation by $1.8 million, is 
submitted in order to insure that we 
meet the intent of Congress concerning 
human nutrition research at the Letter
man Army Institute of Research as 
stated in the following language from 
last year's fiscal year 1979 defense ap
propriations conference report: 

NUTRITION RESEARCH 
The conferees agreed to provide $1,852,000 

to continue the nutrition research program 
of the Army 1 more year. The conferees are 
in agreement that this shall be the last 
year o! funding as part of the Department 
of Defense Appropriation bill and that the 
program shall be transferred to the Depart
ment of Agriculture. 

I am submitting for the REcORD the 
history of congressional action con
cerning human nutrition research at 
the Letterman Army Institute of Re
search, including excerpts from a report 
on military health and research by the 
House Committee on Government Opera
tions, a letter to Mr. STENNIS from Mr. 
.HoLLINGs to support 1 more year of 
funding during fiscal year 1979, and re
port language in the Senate Agriculture 
Appropriations bill for fiscal year 1979 
directing USDA to undertake a feasibil
ity study with respect to acquiring all 
or part of the Letterman Research 
facility. 

The USDA feasibility study has been 
completed but has not as yet been for
mally transmitted to the Senate. 

In addition, USDA and the Depart
ment of Defense are still negotiating 
over how much of the space at Letterman 
Army Institute of Research and how 
many personnel slots will be transferred 
from the Department of Defense to 
USDA. 

As a result, my amendment is directed 
toward maintaining in fiscal year 1980 
the same human nutrition research 
capacity as existed during fiscal year 
1979, with the exact details concerning 
personnel slots and space to be finalized 

prior to the conference with the House. 
In addition, $500,000 of the $1,800,000 
would be in the form of a transfer of 
funds that are currently provided for in 
the defense appropriation. Thus, the 
overall increase in appropriations is 
$1,300,000. 

I urge its adoption. 
Mr. President, I ask unanimous con

sent that the items to which I have 
referred be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the material 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
THE PROPOSED CLOSURE OR UNDERUTILIZATION 

OF LAIR• 
The proposed closure or underutillza.tion 

o! LAIR should probably have come as no 
surprise to those who know the background 
o! this lab. Although planned as one o! 
MRDC's three major labs in the early 1970's 
it was not fully staffed or funded at the time 
of its opening in 1976 at a cost o! $40 m1111on. 
Thereafter, MRDC appeared to treat the lab 
as a stepchild-taking away funding and 
manpower, declaring its research efforts o! 
low priority, and falling to locate new re
search efforts their despite its renowned re
search fac1Uties. 

On six separate occasions in 1976 and 1977, 
MRDC was required to accept reductions in 
money and manpower. In each instance, al
though LAIR was only one o! eight labs in 
MRDC's command, it was forced to take all 
or the greatest share o! the cuts: almost $4 
mlllion out o! approximately $5.6 million 
in reductions, and all but four o! 166 man
power cuts. Some o! the money, it should be 
noted, that was taken away from LAIR was 
funneled into missile research because med
ical research must compete with all other 
areas o! research within the Army. These 
cuts, intentionally or otherwise, la.id the 
groundwork for MRDC's decision to close 
LAIR in 1978. Only a!ter the subcommittee's 
initiation of the investigation did MRDC de
cide to keep LAIR open. But even today 
MRDC has no plans for the run utmzation 
of LAIR. It proposes funding this lab !or 
fiscal year 1979 at two-thirds the level au
thorized in fiscal year 1978. 

The major reason given by MRDC !or 
LAIR's proposed closing or underutiliza.tion 
is that it presently is· conducting research in 
low priority programs, especially nutrition 
and dermatology. The !act is, though, that 
leading independent medical authorities have 
strongly protested any termination o! these 
efforts, documenting the need for such re
search !or military health reasons. In addi
tion, the system utilized 'bY MRDC, the Army 
and DOD !or setting research priorities is so 
subject to criticism that the only conclusion 
to be drawn is that MDRO appears to rank 
programs on a parochi~l rather than scien
tific basis. In fact, while one priority system 
was ranking nutrition and dermatology low, 
two others stressed the need !or continued 
research. Furthermore, other Federal agen
cies such as the National Cancer Institute, 
FDA and USDA have indicated a desire to 
fund nutrition research at LAIR. But MRDC 
has refused to permit this. Similarly, the 
Navy, Air Force, and even units within the 
Army have requested key nutritional research 
be conducted at LAIR. Again, MRDC has 
blocked this effort by refusing to fund LAm's 
efforts. 

Even if it were concluded on the basis of 
some rational scheme of prioritization that 
nutritional and dermatological research 
should be discontinued, that is no basis for 

*Taken from pages 3 and 4, Thirty-Third 
Report, Military Health and Research, House 
Committee on Government Operations, Sept. 
29, 1978. 
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closing LAIR. LAIR, as indicated above, is one 
of the finest research facilities in the De
fense Department. It has developed tech
nological research bases in many areas im
portant to the services, including areas in 
which the Army plans to initiate new re
search efforts. Programs being conducted at 
other overcrowded or outmoded labs, such 
as Walter Reed, could be transferred to LAIR. 
In fact, the Army Inspector General recom
mended that all surgical research, including 
that located at Walter Reed, be located at 
LAIR. MRDC agreed but then failed to follow 
suit. And even though MRDC has announced 
that a new mission area is to be established 
at LAIR, it is apparent that most programs 
wtthin this area will be conducted at other 
labs-continuing to leave LAIR under
utilized. 

Failure of MRDC to develop an effect! ve 
prioritization system was also found to con
tribute to the Army's overall loss of medical 
research funds and manpower. Since medical 
research must compete with all other areas 
of research, including missile programs, the 
medical research budget can be lost in the 
shuftle (its overall level being so small) un
less MRDC effectively advertises its needs 
and demonstrates its contributions to mili
tary preparedness. The development of an ef
fective prioritiza.tion system could aid in this 
endeavor. In addition, the cause of med[cal 
research could be helped if i.t was managed 
and budgeted as part of health care opera
tions and resources instead of major research 
programs and budgets, such as weapons sys
tems. Further, the Surgeon General should 
be designated as a permanent member of the 
Army's select committee which is charged 
with responsibility over programing, budget
ing, and major policy. Effective management 
of medical research also requires that the 
Surgeon General and MRDC seek the advice 
of prominent outside scientists who can aid 
in the prioritization process and in publiciz
ing military medical research needs. Finally, 
1f it is found that the Army does not intend 
to utilize LAIR's facilities effectively, espe
cially those relating to nutritional research, 
the determination should be made to transfer 
all or part of LAIR to another Federal agency 
which would fully utilize these facilities. The 
Department of Agriculture is presently con
sidering proposals to locate a required Food 
and Human Nutritional Research Center in 
the western United States. Employing LAIR's 
facilities in support of this concept might be 
the best ultimate use for this major national 
resource. 

U.S. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C., August 8, 1978. 

Hon. JOHN C. STENNIS, 
Committee on Appropriations, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. CHAmMAN: We are writing to re
quest $2 million in the fiscal year 1979 De
partment of Defense Appropriations bill to 
continue nutrition research activities at the 
Letterman Army Institute of Research 
(LAIR) in San Francisco. There appear to be 
several factors relating to LAIR which over
whelm the Army's justification for closing. 
Generally, the quality of research and per
sonnel at the nutrition laboratory, the po
tential benefits for all Americans, and the 
cost of replacing this unit should be thor
oughly considered. More specifically, the fol
lowing points should also be focused on: 

1. Last summer, the Subcommittee on Do
mestic and International Scientific Planning, 
Analysis, and Cooperation (DISPAC) of the 
House Science and Technology Committee 
conducted a series of oversight hearings on 
the status of federally supported nutrition 
research. At these hearings a number of 
expert witnesses reported on the quality and 
importance of the work done at the Letter
man nutrition research laboratory. The lab
oratory is one of the most productive and 

respected nutrition research centers in the 
United States. In fact, its research contri
butions are world renowned. The Institute's 
contributions include the development of 
widely used methods of testing and evaluat
ing the nutritional status of populations, 
and the determination of human nutritional 
requirements for a number of innovative 
techniques for food preservation. A budget 
reduction would mean major cutbacks in 
personnel, and thus the loss of the special 
nutrition research talent and expertise cur
rently available only at LAIR. 

2. Both the Senate and the House have 
recommended that USDA undertake in FY-
79 a feasi·bility study to determine if LAIR 
might be incorporated into USDA's regional 
network of human nutrition research centers. 
Because of the potential tha.rt LAIR might 
become USDA's western research cente·r, it 
would be very ineftlcient to phase out its op
er81tional staff in FY-79 and ·then to build it 
back up in FY-80. 

3. The Army is currently examining the 
status of the ellltire Presidio complex, of 
which LAIR is only one component, to as
certain whether it should be continued as an 
Army installation. This study will be com
pleted sometime in 1979. 

4. The Departanent of Defense is in the 
process of reviewing i·ts options with respect 
to either closing, or seismic proofing, at ·a 
cost of $50 million for each hospital, the 
Letterman Army Medical Center (LAMC) 
and the OakwOOd Knoll Navy Hospital. This 
evaluation will not be completed until April 
1979. Construction on both of these hospi
tals was completed in 1968. LAIR, which was 
completed in 1976, is physically linked to 
LAMC, and its operation is closely tied to the 
Medical Center. 

In light of the above, we believe that any 
action •at 1this time to reduce the nutrition 
resear·ch c8ipability at the Letterman Army 
Institute of Research would be ill-advised. 
Therefore, we request that the Senate in
clude $2 million for FY 1979 to maintain the 
nutrition research function ·art LAIR until 
the three studies cited above are completed. 

We 8ippreciate your consideration of this 
matter. 

Sincerely, 
ROBERT DOLE. 
ERNEST F. HOLLINGS. 
LAWTON CHILES. 
PATRICK LEAHY. 
GEORGE McGOVERN. 

Taken from the conference report on 
making appropriations for the agricul
ture, rural development, and related 
agencies programs, September 18, 1978: 

In connection with the feasibility study 
for a nutrition research center at Letterman 
Army Hospital at the Presidio in San Fran
cisco, California, the conference agreement 
deletes the $100,000 included i·n the House 
version. The conferees will expect this study 
to be carried out wlthin ·available funds with 
a view toward using this facili.ty in connec
tion with a university. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I have 
discussed this amendment with the dis
tinguished chairman and manager of the 
bill, the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON). and also with the Senator 
from Oklahoma (Mr. BELLMON). To the 
best of my knowledge, they have no ob
jection to it. I hope the Sen:ate will see 
fit to adopt it. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, in last 
year's appropriation bill we included 
$100,000 to study, in essence, the very 
matter to which the Senator from South 
Dakota has addressed himself. The study 
has not brought matters to a head. These 
matters should be brought to a head. The 

Seillator's amendment will effectuate, I 
think, the decisionmaking process, and 
therefore I am willing to accept it. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, the 
Senate Agriculture Committee and the 
Agriculture Appropriations Subcommit
tee have tried to place greater emphasis 
on human nutrition research. Our ap
proach is that at the present time the 
most rapidly rising costs are the costs of 
health care, and we have tried to place 
emphasis on keeping people well rather 
than simply doctoring people after they 
become ill. 

I believe the amendment of the Sena
tor from South Dakota will move us in 
the direction of better nutrition research, 
and I am pleased to accept it on behalf 
of the minority. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
thank the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Oklahoma for their will
ingness to accept the amendment. I do 
think it is in the public interest. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is all re
maining time yielded back? 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BELLMON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment of 
the Senator from South Dakota. 

The amendment CNo. UP-380) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I move to reconsider 
the vote by which the amendment was 
agreed to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
UP AMENDMENT NO. 381 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I 
have another amendment that I send to 
the desk on behalf of myself and the 
Senator from New York CMr. JAVITS). I 
ask that it be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from South Dakota (Mr. Mc

GovERN), for himself and Mr. JAVITS, pro
poses an unprinted amendment numbered 
381. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as foUows: 
On page 43, line 13, strike the period and 

insert", and (6) in areas where no service in
stitutions de linea ted in i terns ( 1) through 
(5) are available to operate the program, pri
vate non-profit service institutions, which 
purchase meals from a food service manage
ment company, determined by the Secretary 
of Agriculture to have a record of reliable 
and honest community service in feeding 
programs." 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, the 
purpose of this amendment is to correct 
what I believe is a possible deficiency in 
the legislation now before us as it relates 
to the summer feeding program. I com-
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mend the Senator from Missouri <Mr. 
EAGLETON) and the members of the com
mittee for very properly focusing on 
some of the fraudulent behavior ru:-d 
misoperation that has taken place m 
the summer feeding program. But the 
way the bill now stands, it carrie~ a 
blanket prohibition against the operatiOn 
of summer feeding programs on the part 
of nonprofit institutions which contract 
out those programs to private food pur
veyors. 

This has the effect, of course, of not 
only knocking out those with a fraudu
lent record but also in effect knocks out 
all of them: regardless of the integrity of 
the operator. I do not think that is what 
was intended. 

So the purpose of this amendment, 
which Senator JAVITs and I have dis
cussed and worked out with the man
agers of the bill, is to open the possibility 
for the Department of Agriculture to 
make a finding, where an agency has a 
record of reliable service to the com
munity, even though it is a private 
agency, that it be approved for continued 
operation. 

This will get us into conference with 
the House of Representatives, where the 
matter can be further refined; but it is a 
matter that I know the Senator from 
New York feels deeply about, and he has 
spoken to me about it here earlier today. 

I think this language will go a long way 
toward correcting the inequities he sees 
in the present program. I am very happy 
to join with him in this proposal. 

I have a letter from food purveyors, 
Mr. Chip Goodman, of Gardenia, Calif., 
who is an excellent businessman, with 
great experience in the handling and 
processing of food. I ask unanimous con
sent that his letter to the majority coun
sel of the Subcommittee on Nutrition, 
dated June 7, 1979, be printed at this 
point in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the letter 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

LARRY'S FOOD PRODUCTS, INC., 
June 7, 1979. 

MARSHALL MATZ, 
Majority Counsel, Subcommittee on Nutri

tion, U.S. Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR MARSHALL: Thank you for forwarding 

a copy of Senator Bellman's summer lunch 
amendment to S. 292. I note that a number 
of successful, well-run programs in Califor
nia may not be spared. In short, the amend
ment effectively "throws out the baby with 
the bath water." 

Actions should be initiated to save impor
tant private agency programs who contract 
for food such as San Francisco Council of 
Churches, San Francisco Economic Opportu
nity Council and Sacramento Area Economic 
Opportunity Council. In a post-Proposition 
13 era, it is unreasonable to expect that the 
schools will be interested in serving these 
types of agencies. Nevertheless, they represent 
a major portion of available summertime nu
trition in the San Francisco and Sacramento 
metropolitan areas. (I'm certain many other 
urban areas would be similarly impacted.) 

One approach which we discussed briefly 
was to reinstate a portion of the cut by set
ting aside perhaps $20 million in grant 
monies for contracting private agencies. 
States and USDA regional offices could use 
discretion in approving private agency ap
plications, basing decisions on a sponsor's 
administrative capability, past performance, 
etc. This would effectively weed out the un
desirable elements in the program. 

Marshall, I would appreciate the opportu
nity to further c!iscuss other possible aoti~s 
in this vein. Perhaps something could be lm
tiated on the House side. May I hear your 
assessment of the situation soon? 

Best regards, 
CHIP GooDMAN, 

Vice President, Marketing. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I yield to the Sen
ator from New York. 

Mr. JA VITS. Mr. President, I am very 
grateful to my colleague from South 
Dakota and my colleagues from Missouri 
and Oklahoma for their sympathetic 
consideration in this particular matter 
because, quite unwittingly, I am con
vinced, if the matter had gone thro\lgh 
as it is, it would have resulted in prob
ably cutting off one-third of all the 
children in this summer feeding pro
gram. There are 2,782,805 children in 
it, of whom 588,000, or 21 percent, are in 
New York, and 391,000, or 10.5 percent, 
are in California. The reason is that the 
pattern which has been established is 
such that they really do not have a 
prayer if this is an absolute prohibition. 
They cannot meet it that fast. This will 
all begin to be done this fall and early 
spring. They simply cannot get sel~
preparation facilities that fast, even 1f 
they had the capital. So it is a very sen
sitive matte:r. 

I am sure my colleagues are absolutely 
right about their findings, that there has 
been a great deal of fraud, most regret
tably because it exploits and imposes 
upon very poor people. 

The Department has done its utmost 
since 1977 to make a very complete re
vision and change in the regulations in 
order to deal with this situation. I be
lieve that the amendment Senator Mc
GovERN and I have suggested will go. 
even further in strengthening their 
hand which I have every desire to do. 

Fo; all of those reasons, Mr. President, 
I am very grateful, as I say to my col
leagues for their having the sensitivity 
to unde~stand our problem and for doing 
what they are doing. 

May I ask one other favor of Senator 
McGOVERN? Senator MOYNIHAN was go
ing to join with me in an amendment 
not nearly as good as this which he and 
I were going to propose, and which I 
showed to both Senator EAGLETON and 
Senator BELLMON. Could we put him on 
this amendment? 

Mr. McGOVERN. By all means. Mr. 
President, I ask unanimous consent that 
Senator MOYNIHAN, who I know has been 
concerned about this matter, be added 
as a cosponsor of the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. JAVITS. Again I thank my col
leagues. There is no question about this. 
I believe this is a very constructive way 
to get at the problem. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
prepared to accept the .amendment, but 
just briefly let me bring to the atten
tion of my colleagues the record we de
veloped on this matter. 

The summer feeding program has per
haps suffered from more ;fraud and abuse 
than any other USDA feeding program 
we have reviewed. I think the Senator 
from South Dakota will bear that out. 

Mr. McGOVERN. I not only agree wi.th 
the Senator on that but at an earller 

stage of the legislative action on this I 
supported him in what he is trying to 
do. In the committee we found evidence 
of the kind the Senator has talked about. 
As Senator JAVITS has said, neither of us 
are interested in perpetuating that. 
Quite to the contrary, we are trying to 
weed that out and preserve the honest 
operator who should not be punished 
with a blanket provision. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I believe that point 
is well taken. I cite to my colleagues the 
testimony of the General Accounting 
Office, Comptroller General Staats, at 
page 250 of volume 3 o.f our hearing 
record; the testimony of Mrs. Foreman, 
the Assistant Secretary for Food and 
Consumer Services at page 271 of vol
ume 3, and then in the testimony from 
Mr. McBride, the Inspector General of 
the Department of Agriculture, at page 
90 of part 4 of the page proof of our 
hearings. It has not been printed yet. He 
goes to some length to point out the 
considerable problems of fraud that he 
has had to cope with in this program, 
and cites several specific cases in differ
ent cities around the country. 

I am willing to accept the McGovern
Javits amendment because, first, we do 
not intend to take benefits away from 
children in the program whatsoever and, 
second, if other providers, which are set 
forth in that same section of the bill, on 
page 43, are not available to render this 
service, but there is a private, nonprofit 
institution with a proven track record of 
reliable and honest service who can ren
der it, and which satisfies the Depart
ment of Agriculture that they can have 
that track record under those conditions 
I think the Department of Agriculture 
should have the authority to conduct the 
summer feeding program. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, the bill 
as amended by the committee would 
eliminate as sponsors of a summer food 
program private nonprofit organizations 
that either serve 500 meals per day or 
who serve meals at more than three sites, 
and who obtain their meals from a food 
service management company. This will 
curb widespread fraud and abuse in the 
program that has been documented by 
the General Accounting Office and the 
Department of Agriculture's Office of In
spector General. 

Sponsors who serve migrant child~en 
as well as private nonprofit schools, In
cluding colleges and universities, would 
continue to be eligible as sponsors. 

Mr. President, our concern was the 
matter of fraud and abuses which have 
been clearly identified. There have been 
numerous reports, some by GAO and 
some by USDA, which bring this out. 

I would like to read for the informa
tion of the Members of the Senate the 
conclusion from a GAO report dated 
March 31, 1978, entitled "The Summer 
Feeding Program for Children: Reforms 
Begun, Many More Urgently Needed." 

This is the conclusion: 
Almost since its inception in 1971, the sum

mer feeding program for children. from eco
nomically poor areas has had continually re
curring problems adversely affecting program 
operations and goals. 

Some of these past problems were fraudu
lent blading and contracting, many meals 
thrown away, spoiled or otherwise unsatis
factory food, meals given to adults, exces-
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sive reimbursement claims, and other pro
gram violations. 

Although neither GAO nor other entities 
saw evidence of many of these abuses in the 
1977 program, the program still had serious 
problems. 

All the committee intended to do was 
to stop the fraud and abuse. It was not 
our intention to take food away from any 
eligible child in any part of the country. 
We felt that by giving the States a full 
year-this would not go into effect dur
ing the summer of 1979 but rather the 
summer of 1980-we made simple provi
sion for the States to adjust to this new 
requirement. 

Particular difficulty has been en
countered in maintaining adequate con
trols over large private nonprofit spon
sors that contract with private food 
vendors. These sponsors have been the 
source of the program fraud and abuse 
that has brought disrepute to the sum
mer program and has resulted in the mis
allocation of Federal funds. 

In a similar amendment, which was 
adopted by the Senate earlier this year, 
active outreach efforts were required of 
States. 

Two other provisions of that amend
ment required that an amount up to 2 
percent of the funds expended for the 
program in any State will be used for 
State audits and makes the current ad
ministrative requirements that private 
nonprofit institutions audit their pro
gram. This will lessen the growing trend 
statute. 

The last provision of the amendment 
provided a minimum grant of $30,000 to 
States for administration of the pro
gram. This will lessen the growing trend 
of States to turn the program over to 
direct Federal administration, and will 
also provide the States resources to do a 
better job of running the program. This 
bill, as reported, will prohibit direct Fed
eral administration of this program in 
States. 

Because of the committee actions, 
$4 7 million will be saved in fiscal year 
1980. If the amendment offered by the 
Senator from New York is accepted, vir
tually none of these savings will be ob
tained. Other provisions of his amend
ment merely restate what is aiready in 
place as part of the administrative regu
lations governing the program. 

States will have a year to prepare 
themselves for the effect of this amend
ment. That year's advance warning is 
certainly sufficient time to identify qual
ified private sponsors or to assume the 
program themselves. 

Mr. President, what the committee has 
in mind is trying to tighten down, to 
eliminate the waste, the fraud, and the 
abuse, and to make certain that this very 
worthy program reaches the people who 
are entitled to the benefits, but does not 
fatten the pocketbooks of dishonest in
dividuals who get into it and operate it, 
not for the benefit of the children, but 
for the selfish benefit of the vendors. 

Frankly, I am not enthusiastic about 
the amendment of the Senators from 
South Dakota and New York. It seems to 
me that going this route may delay the 
kind of cleanup efforts that we have in 
mind. Yet, I certainly do not want to see 

us take such a sharp action that we do 
damage to the people the program is 
legitimately intended to help. I believe 
perhaps it would be in order for us to 
take the matter to conference and see 
what could be worked out later, so I am 
not going to raise an objection. 

Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I can as
sure the Senator that if he left it as it 
was, I think it would materially deprive 
children we do not want to deprive. I 
deeply appreciate the Senator's open
mindedness on the subject. I thoroughly 
agree with him about what needs to be 
done and I very deeply apprecia.te his 
taking the amendment in this way. 

Mr. McGOVERN. Mr. President, I, too, 
want to thank the distinguished manager 
of the bill (Mr. EAGLETON) and the rank
ing minority floor manager of the bill 
(Mr. BELLMON). We fully appreciate the 
dilemma they have tried to resolve and I 
do hope this matter can be satisfactorily 
resolved in conference. I thank them 
very much for their understanding. 

Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. BELLMON. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment was agreed to. 
Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, I move to 

reconsider the vote by which the amend
ment was agreed to. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I move to lay that 
motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 382 

(Purpose: To add appropriations for rural 
development cooperative research and ex
tension activities authorized under exist
ing law) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk for myself, Mr. 
STAFFORD, Mr. McGOVERN, Mr. HEINZ, Mr. 
STEWART, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. MOYNIHAN, 
and Mr. PRYOR, and ask for its immedi
ate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 

for himself, Mr. STAFFORD, Mr. McGOVERN, 
Mr. HEINZ, Mr. STEWART, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. 
MOYNIHAN, and Mr. PRYOR, proposes an un
printed amendment numbered 382. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that further read
ing of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 9, line 1, insert after "Tuskegee 

Institute;" the following: "$1,500,000 for 
Rural Development Research as authorized 
under the Rural Development Act of 1972, 
as amended (7 U.S.C. 2661-2668), including 
administrative expenses;"; 

On page 10, line 12, insert after "$195,-
331 ,000;" the following: "payments for rural 
development work under section 3 (d) of the 
Act, $1,000,000; "; 

On page 11, line 3, insert after "$910,000" 
the following: "$2,500,000 for Rural Develop
ment Education as authorized under the 
Rural Development Act of 1972 (7 U.S.C. 
2661-2668); ". 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, this 
amendment would simply reinstate fund-

ing for rural development research and 
extension activities at the land-grant 
universities through section 3(d) of the 
Smith-Lever Act and title V of the 
Rural Development Act of 1972. 

This amendment is cosponsored by 
Senators STAFFORD, McGovERN, HEINZ, 
STEWART, MELCHER, MOYNIHAN, and 
PRYOR. As you can see, the amendment 
enjoys strong bipartisan support. Also, 
the programs my amendment seeks to 
reinstate offer valuable services and as
sistance to rural people in every State. 
As such, I believe every Member of this 
Chamber will want to support our 
amendment. 

Mr. President, this amendment is not 
a budget buster. While adding a total 
of $5 million to the fiscal year 1980 ap
propriations bill before us today, it actu
ally adds no new funds above the fiscal 
year 1979 budget levels. This amendment 
would simply reinstate level funding for 
these valuable rural development pro
grams at fiscal year 1979 levels. The ap
propriations we seek to reinstate areal
ready contained in the House version of 
H.R. 4387. 

Mr. President, the specifics of the 
amendment are as follows: $1 inillion 
would be reinstated for rural develop
ment research through cooperative re
search under section 3(d) of the Smith
Lever Act, $1.5 million would be rein
stated for rural development research 
through cooperative research under title 
V of the Rural Development Act of 1972, 
and $2.5 million would be reinstated for 
rural development services by the Ex
tension Service through title V of the 
Rural Development Act of 1972. It is im
portant to note that we ask for no fund
ing increases here, but only to reinstate 
level funding for these rural develop
ment ·activities. 

Mr. President, twice in the past 18 
months I have held hearings which cov
ered title V of the Rural Development 
Act. In each of these hearings, witness 
after witness told me of the values and 
benefits they see accruing to rural Amer
ica from these title V programs. 

With this relatively small amount of 
title V and Smith-Lever funds, the land
grant universities are able to conduct 
research on rural issues most pressing 
in their respective States. This is action 
oriented, pragmatic research. It does not 
result in volumes of esoteric studies 
shoved to the back of some academic's 
shelf to collect dust. Rather, because this 
research is conducted through the land
grant system and coupled with exten
sion service activities, its findings result 
in solutions with direct, concrete, and 
tangible results for rural people. These 
research and extension activities have 
resulted in such diverse benefits as im
proved water, sewage, solid waste, rec
reation, and health facilities for small 
communities. Also, they have helped 
small cities to improve their housing 
base, preserve the national environment, 
and develop economic strategies to bring 
more jobs to rural America. 

Mr. President, a major tenet of devel
opment is those who know more can do 
more. Traditionally, those "in the know" 
tend to be people and institutions from 
the major urban centers of this Nation. 
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The information and assistance gener
ated by the programs we seek to fund 
provide rural areas with the essential in
formation and knowledge they need to be 
placed on equal footing with the cities. 
The provision of this information is crit
ical if we are ever going to achieve truly 
balanced national growth. 

Mr. President, the amendment repre
sents a neat and effective coupling of re
search and extension activities which ex
hibit a Federal commitment to locally 
tailored rural development and spurs 
State governments to heighten their 
awareness of and commitment to rural 
development. 

These programs have been highly suc
cessful and effective. They enjoy wide 
support and should be continued. If they 
are not continued, if the amendment is 
defeated, then we have lost a very valu
able program which aids rural develop
ment at the local grassroots level. 

Again, we ask for no new funds above 
the fiscal year 1979 budget. I reali~e that 
money is very tight these days and that 
the spendthrift Congresses of the past 
can no longer be tolerated. This is why 
our amendment seeks no increases but 
only level funding. It is a prudent and 
fiscally sound approach toward Federal 
rural development activities for fiscal 
year 1980. I am most hopeful that my 
colleagues will exhibit their strong com
mitment to the rural areas in their re
spective States by supporting our 
amendment. 

<Mr. MATSUNAGA assumed the 
chair.) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I hope that 
this amendment can be accepted by the 
managers of the bill. 

Mr. HEINZ. Will the Senator yield? 
Mr. LEAHY. Certainly, I yield to my 

friend from Pennsylvania. 
Mr. HEINZ. Mr. President, I compli

ment the Senator from Vermont for of
fering this excellent amendment. 

In 1972, the Congress of the United 
States enacted legislation that included a 
mandate for the land grant institutions 
of this Nation to take a greater role in 
helping rural communities to help 
themselves. This assistance includes pro
viding leadership training for rural lead
ers so they can more effectively identify 
the needs and aspirations of rural people 
and mount successful efforts to improve 
the employment opportunities, recrea
tion facilities, health services, police and 
fire protection and other services essen
tial to a decent life. I believe, with the 
Senato·r from Vermont that we cannot 
withdraw our support for rural develop
ment research and extension . . . to do 
so would undermine future efforts by 
land grant institutions to help rural peo
ple and communities. 

Senator LEAHY's and my amendment 
will restore $5 million to research and 
extension efforts under title 5 of the 
Rural Development Act of 1972 and sec
tion 3 (d) of the Smith-Lever Act. These 
are the same levels of funding contained 
on the House bill. The $1 million for 
se?ti.on 3 (d) of Smith-Lever, the $1.5 
m~ll~on for cooperative research, and $2.5 
million for Extension Service activities 
under title 5 would simply reinstate 

funding for these programs at fiscal year 
1979 levels. 

If the Senate fails to restore these 
funds, it will be telegraphing a clear and 
discouraging message to the land grant 
institutions of this Nation. The message 
has two parts. First, we are telling them 
that, contrary to the rhetoric of recent 
legislation, such as the Rural Develop
ment Act of 1972, it is not an important 
part of the mission of the land grant 
oollege to help rural communities to 
identify their own problems and oppor
tunities, and to increase their self-help 
capabilities. Second, the Senate will be 
reneging on its previous commitments to 
rural people and communities, thereby 
proving to future generations that its 
commitments to improving the quality of 
life and opportunities in the nonmetro
politan communities of this Nation are 
not to be trusted. 

With the funds provided by this 
amendment, the land-grant institutions 
will continue to help rural people to as
sess their priority needs; to bring to
gether the knowledge gained from re
search and previous experience in design
ing effective strategies for solving rural 
problems; and to realize opportunities to 
improve living and working conditions 
in rural areas. 

The programs we are debating here 
form a most creative and effective system 
of research, informaJtion dissemination, 
and technical assistance. The work car
ried out has practical application, and is 
directed to the needs of individual States 
and small communities. These research 
and extension activities enhance the tar
geting of limited resources and insure 
the most cost-effective approaches to 
meeting rural needs. 

By providing these funds we will keep 
alive the s.truggling efforts of committed 
rural development researchers and ex
tension specialists throughout this Na
tion and we will provide our rural resi
dents with sorely needed information and 
technical assiSJtance to guide their devel
opment efforts. 

I am privileged, Mr. President, to be a 
cosponsor of this amendment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I rise 
in opposition to the Leahy amendment 
for the following reasons: First of all, 
none of these amendments were request
ed in the budget. 

Second, title V rural development re
search has been implemented on a pilot 
basis since fiscal year 1974, and is not 
sufficiently high enough priority on a 
national basis to warrant continuation. 

Third, the research under title V could 
well be carried out under Hatch Act 
funding. 

Fourth, title V rural development ex
tension is not required as a separate ear
marked item. The Federal share of sup
port to extension rural and commu
nity development activities currently 
amounts to $18 million, and State exten
sion services can continue an effective 
rural development program even with
out this earmarking of funds under 
title V. 

Also, Mr. President, we have already 
added in this bill an additional $15.5 mil
lion for extension under Smith-Lever 

formula grants. We have added already 
another $10.5 million for Hatch Act for
mula grants. 

Frankly, I think this amendment is too 
much of a good thing. We are over the 
budget, and we are over the House 
amount in formula grants. The Hatch 
Act and the extension programs have 
been very, very generously treated, and 
this is an example, in my opinion, of sim
ple overgenerosity. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, of course, I 
disagree that the amount is not in the 
House bill; it has been. It obviously did 
not come from word of mouth. Title V is 
actually an extremely important area to 
rural people. We have heard nothing but 
good things from this. At each of the 
hearings we have held, witness after wit
ness has told the value and benefits re
ceived to rural America from these title 
Vprograms. 

The ~mount, basically, goes back to 
last year's budget levels. It adds no new 
funds above fiscal year 1979 budget levels. 
It is not even the amount in the author
ization process that the Senate voted for. 

Mr. President, I pose a parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. LEAHY. Is it appropriate if this 
amendment were broken into three parts 
for me to offer as three separate amend
ments, asking for the yeas and nays on 
each amendment at the time they were 
offered? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Chair 
advises the Senator from Vermont that 
it is proper from the way the amendment 
is drawn that it be divisible. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, would it be 
appropriate if I were to offer three sepa
rate a.mendments asking for the yeas and 
nays on each separate amendment prior 
to a vote being held on any one of the 
three? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may request a yea-and-nay vote 
and subsequently ask for a separate vote 
for the three separate divisions. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I withdraw 
my amendment just offered. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 383 

(Purpose: To add appropriations for rural 
development cooperative research author
ized under existing law) 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send to 
the desk an amendment cosponsored by 
myself, Senators STAFFORD, MCGOVERN, 
HEINZ, STEWART, MELCHER, MOYNIHAN, 
and PRYOR, and ask for its immediate 
consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Vermont (Mr. LEAHY), 
for himself and Messrs. STAFFORD, McGOVERN, 
HEINZ, STEWART, MELCHER, MOYNIHAN, and 
PRYOR, proposes an unprinted amendment 
numbered 383. 

Mr: LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unammous consent that further reading 
of the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
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On page 9, line 1, insert after "Tuskegee 

Institute;" the following: "$1,500,000 for 
Rural Development Research as authorized 
under the Rural Development Act of 1972, as 
amended (7 U.S.C. 2661- 2668), including ad
ministrative expenses;". 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask for 
the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I send to 

the desk an unprinted amendment on 
behalf of myself and Senators STAFFORD, 
McGovERN, HEINZ, STEWART, MELCHER, 
MOYNIHAN, and PRYOR and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
Chair would advise the Senator he would 
need to dispose of the amendment now 
pending before the second amendment 
may be offered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, that was 
the purpose of my earlier parliamentary 
inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Then the 
Senator withdrew his amendment and 
did not ask for a division. The · Chair 
thought perhaps the Senator was taking 
it the easier way, the less confusing 
way, so the Chair raised no questions 
about the ac·tions taken by the Senator 
from Vermont. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I appre
ciate the understanding of the Chair. 
I misunderstood what the Chair was 
saying. However, apparently the net 
result would be the same. 

So that my colleagues will understand, 
I will be presenting a series of three 
amendments tonight andlor tomorrow, 
whenever we get to them. They will be 
the amendment I offered before, broken 
into three parts, or three separate 
amendments. 

As I understand it, Mr. President, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered on the 
one that is presently before the Chair. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. And it is also my under
standing that the original amendment 
has been withdrawn. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. So now, Mr. President, 
we are in a situation where we have to 
consider these three amendments, one 
by one. , 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, a 
parliamentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Are there copies of 
the amendment before the body? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is now being duplicated. 

Mr. EAGLETON. This amendment, 
Mr. President, if I may inquire, is not 
the one we have been debating. 

Mr. LEAHY addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair will advise the Senator from Mis
souri that the Senator from Vermont 
withdrew his earlier amendment and 
has offered a new amendment and pro
Poses, as the Chair understands it, to 

offer two other sections of the earlier 
amendment as separate amendments. 

Mr. LEAHY. It was the intention of 
the Senator from Vermont, because there 
are three basic items in my original 
amendment, that rather than risk the 
whole lot on one vote, I decided to break 
it into three votes. 

The Senator from · Vermont is doing 
this with the hope that the amendments 
might be acceptable to the floor man
agers because of their basic noncon
troversial nature. 

Mr. EAGLETON addressed the Chair. 
Mr. LEAHY. I am perfectly willing to 

yield if I can do so without losing my 
right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Vermont has the floor. Will 
the Senator from Vermont yield to the 
Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that I may be able 
to yield to my friend from Missouri 
without losing my right to the floor. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I will 
ask a question of the Senator from Ver
mont. 

His original amendment--the one that 
has been introduced, withdrawn, rein
troduced, withdrawn-the one we have 
been playing ping-pong with, was for $5 
million. Do I now understand that the 
Senator from Vermont wants to break 
the $5 million down in to three amend
ments, the first of which is this for $1.5 
million, and then he wants us to vote on 
it, and then the next million or so, and 
then the $2.5 million or so? 

Mr. LEAHY. The Senator from Mis
souri is correct. 

The so-called ping-pong amendment 
has been taken off the court and then 
put back in smaller amounts. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Would it not be sim
pler to vote on just one amendment 
in the amount of $5 million? We can 
vote on it. It is either for or against it. 
Does the Senator want to go through 
this three times? · 

Mr. LEAHY. I considered that. The 
matters, though, are of such concern 
to rural areas that they should, perhaps, 
be considered separately rather than 
risking their fate on one vote. Each one 
·is important enough to be in the House 
budget, as I understand it, and I would 
really hate to see them all lumped to
gether because it may be, for exam
ple--

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the balance of my time when the 
Senator finishes. 

Mr. LEAHY. I appreciate that. 
I understand that some Senators may 

be in favor of the million dollars that 
would be reinstated for rural develop
ment research through cooperative re
search under section 3(D) of Smith
Lever Act. Some others might be in 
favor of the $1.5 million to be reinstated 
for rural development research and co
operative research under title V of the 
Rural Development Act of 1972, but they 
might not be in favor the $2.5 million 
which would be reinstated for rural de
velopment services by the Extension 

Service through title V of the Rural De
velopment Act of 1972. But those who 
would be in favor of extension service 
work under the Rural Development Act 
of 1972, might not be in favor of the $1 
million which would be reinstated for 
rural development research through co
operative research under section 3 (D) 
of the Smith-Lever Act. I am offering my 
original amendment as three separate 
amendments in order to give the Sen
ators a choice if they favor one section 
of my original amendment but not the 
remaining sections. 

The possibilities are at least three
squared. Because of that, and consider
ing the strong support these programs 
have received, I am a little worried about 
putting them all into this one rural 
basket. 

In the last 18 months, as chairman 
of the Rural Development Subcommit
tee, I have held hearings covering title V 
of the Rural Development Act. In each 
of these hearings, witness after witness 
told me of the values and benefits they 
see accruing to rural America from these 
title V programs. 

I know that most Senators have been 
contacted by people from land grant col
leges in their areas. They know the value 
of this relatively small amount of funds 
under title V and the Smith-Lever Act. 

With this relatively small amount of 
title V and Smith-Lever funds, the land 
grant universities are able to conduct re
search on rural issues most pressing in 
their respective States. This is action ori
ented, pragmatic research. It does not 
result in volumes of esoteric studies 
shoved to the back of some academic's 
shelf to collect dust. 

In fact, interestingly enough, only a 
minor amount of those funds go into re
search, and even these limited funds 
get direct action; whereas, some of those 
research programs into which we are 
pouring tens of millions and hundreds 
of millions of dollars seem to be the 
tomes that become Ph. D. studies, and 
so forth. 

Rather, because this research is con
ducted through the land grants system 
and coupled with extension service ac
tivities, its findings result in solutions 
with direct, concrete and tangible re
sults for rural people. These research 
and extension activities have resulted 
in such diverse benefits as improved wa
ter, sewage, solid waste, recreation and 
health facilities for small communities. 
Also, they have helped small cities to 
improve their housing base, preserve 
the national environment and develop 
economic strategies to bring more jobs 
to rural America. 

Mr. President, a major tenet of de
velopment is those who know more can 
do more. Traditionally, those "in the 
know" tend to be people and institu
tions from the major urban centers of 
this Nation. The information and as
sistance generated by the 12.rograms we 
seek to fund provide rurar areas with 
the essential information and knowl
edge they need to be placed on equal 
footing with the cities. The provision of 
this information is critical if we are 
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ever going to achieve truly balanced na
tional growth. 

If you take the amendments as a 
package-the distinguished Presiding 
Officer is one of the cosponsors of these 
amendments-and look at all three 
together, they represent a neat and 
effective coupling 'of research and ex
tension activities which exhibit a Fed
eral commitment to locally tailored 
rural development and spurs State gov
ernments to heighten their awareness 
of and commitment to rural develop
ment. 

These programs have been highly 
successful and effective. They enjoy · 
wide support and should be continued. 
If they are not continued, if the amend
ment is defeated, then we have lost a 
very valuable program which aids rural 
development at the local grassroots 
level. 

Again, we ask for no new funds above 
the fiscal year 1979 budget. I realize 
that money is very tight these days and 
that the spendthrift Congresses of the 
past can no longer be tolerated. This is 
why our amendment seeks no increases 
but only level funding. It is a prudent 
and fiscally sound approach toward Fed
eral rural development activities for 
fiscal year 1980. I am most hopeful that 
my colleagues will exhibit their strong 
commitment to the rural areas in their 
respective States by supporting our 
amendment. 

Mr. President, I am very concerned 
that we seem to have billions of dollars 
for nearly every program that comes 
through Congress. However, when we talk 
about $1.5 million, for rural areas we run 
into great difficulty funding the program. 
I sometimes wonder if we had asked for 
$100 million, instead of $1.5 million, if we 
would have a better chance of getting it 
through. 

I am not suggesting that it should be 
an either/or situation. In fact, cospon
sors of this amendment are representa
tives of States that have some of the 
largest urban areas and rural areas. I 
think it is a situation where we should 
provide equitable research funds for 
rural and urban areas. 

I agree with the speech by the Senator 
from Pennsylvania, who earlier encour
aged such action. 

The committee report has said that it 
expects States to continue rural develop
ment research efforts as part of ongoing 
reports, and they do not concur with the 
House increase of $1.5 million. That, of 
course, is the rub. 

With the problems that State legisla
tures are having and with the fact that 
the clout in State legislatures seems to 
be primarily in urban areas, what hap
pens is that the States are not going to 
put this money into rural development. 

As to the amount of Federal funds, at 
least we have some kind of coordinated 
program. We have the results available 
to all States. It really gives us only a 
modicum of the kind of rural research 
we need, a tiny fraction of what we see 
in urban research. Yet, a third of the 
Nation's people live in rural areas. 

We find a disproportionate number of 
our substandard housing is in rural areas. 
A disproportionate amount of our medi-

cally underserved areas are in rural 
areas. A disproportionate amount of in
adequate sanitation facilities are in rural 
areas. Again and again, it is the rural 
areas that suffer. 

Mr. President, I think the amount be
fore us is a relatively minor amount. 
Even in the original amendment of $1.5 
million, the amounts, when you consider 
the number of different programs--

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
MELCHER) . The time of the Senator has 
expired. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The time 
of the Senator has expired. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator will state it. 

Mr. LEAHY. What is the time limit on 
amendments? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. One-half 
hour equally divided. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the yeas 
and nays have been ordered, and the 
Senator from Missouri has yielded back 
his time earlier, as I unders·tand it. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. No. The 
Senator from Missouri has 14 minutes 
and 12 seconds remaining. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. Presidentt, I yield 
back the remainder of my time, move to 
table the amendment, and ask for the 
yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there a 
sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques

tion is on agreeing to the motion to lay 
on the table the amendment of the Sena
tor from Vermont. On this question, the 
yeas and nays have been ordered and thP 
clerk will call the roll. 

The assistant legislative clerk called 
the roll. 

Mr. CRANSTON: I announce that the 
Senator from Tennessee <Mr. SASSER), 
the Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), 
the Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. NEL
soN), and the Senator from Connecticut 
(Mr. RIBICOFF) are necessarily absent. 

Mr. STEVENS: I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GOLDWATER) 
is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent to at
tend a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER (Mr. 
SToNE). Are any Senators in the Cham
ber wishing to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 52, 
nays 42, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 188 Leg.] 
YEAS-52 

Bellman Hart 
Bentsen Hatch 
Biden Hayakawa 
Boschwitz Helms 
Bradley Hollings 
Byrd, Huddleston 

Harry F. , Jr. Humphrey 
Byrd, Robert C. Inouye 
Cannon Jepsen 
Chafee Johnston 
Chiles Kassebaum 
Cranston Laxal t 
Domenici Long 
Eagleton Magnuson 
Exon Matsunaga 
Ford McClure 
Garn Metzenbaum 
Glenn Muskie 

Nunn 
Packwood 
Pell 
Proxmire 
Randolph 
Roth 
Sarbanes 
Schmitt 
Schwelker 
Simpson 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Talmadge 
Tower 
Warner 
Weicker 
Young 

Armstrong 
Baucus 
Bayh 
Boren 
Bumpers 
Burdick 
Church 
Cochran 
Cohen 
Culver 
Danforth 
DeConcini 
Dole 
Duren berger 

Baker 
Goldwater 

NAYS-42 

Durkin Moynihan 
Hatfield Percy 
Heflin Pressler 
Heinz Pryor 
Jackson Riegle 
Javits Stafford 
Kennedy Stennis 
Leahy Stewart 
Levin Stone 
Lugar Thurmond 
Mathias Tsongas 
McGovern Wallop 
Melcher Williams 
Morgan Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING--6 

Gravel 
Nelson 

Ribicotr 
Sasser 

So the motion to lay on the table Mr. 
LEAHY's UP ·Amendment No. 383 was 
agreed to. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, in this 
form, this is an amendment which had 
been--

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
will the Senator yield for a unanimous 
consent request? 

Mr. LEAHY. I yield to the majority 
leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
Senator. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
seniti that there be a 10-minute time 
limitation on any rollcall votes for the 
remainder of this day, with the warning 
bells to be sounded after 2% minutes. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection to the request of the Senator 
from West Virginia? Without objection, 
it is so ordered. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I have 
two other parts remaining to my earlier 
amendment. I understand there was a 
limitation of one-half hour plus the roll
call if we went to the full time; is that 
correct? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, I wonder 
if I might pose a question to the dis
tinguished floor leader. The vote was 
relatively close on this earlier matter. If 
I could have the attention of the Senate 
for just a moment, Mr. President---

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ate will be in order. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President---
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 

yields time? 
Mr. LEAHY. Will the floor manager 

yield me 3 mtnutes on the bill, so I will 
not have to bring up the other amend
ments at this time? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield the Senator 
3 minutes, by all means. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, the mat
ters that are in the other amendments 
I would bring up for the same reasons I 
have talked about before. I believe they 
are worthy and extremely important for 
rural areas. I understand, however, that 
they are in the House bill. I know that 
the Senator from Missouri shares my 
concern for rural areas. I know also, 
however, that he and my good friend 
from Oklahoma are very much con
cerned about budgetary matters. 

I wonder if I might ask them, without 
asking for a specific dollar commitment, 
if they will carry this strong concern 
with them when they go to conference. 
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The Senate in the past has tried to put 
some of these funds back in. Might the 
Senators at least be predisposed toward 
that? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, weal
ways attempt to carry with us into con
ference the strong concerns of the Sen
ator from Vermont with respect to these 
matters as they impact upon rural areas. 
We are sympathetic with his approach. 
I do not blame the Senator. He sup
ported me earlier today on HOAP, which 
also expresses Senator LEAHY's concern 
about people in rural areas as well. 

Bearing in mind that we have added 
$26 million already in Hatch Act fund
ing and extension funding, and that 
there are some differences between the 
House bill and the Senate bill, there is 
some room for negotiation in conference, 
and I hope the Senator from Vermont 
will not be too terribly disappointed by 
the result of our efforts. 

Mr. LEAHY. Mr. President, as chair
man of the Rural Development Subcom
mittee, I am well aware of the concerns 
of the Senator from Missouri and the 
Senator from Oklahoma. They have both 
shown consistent concern for the prob
lems of rural areas. In the light of their 
concern, and considering the lateness of 
the hour, I want to keep the friendship 
of my colleagues, and I will not call up 
the other two amendments. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator from Delaware. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 384 

(Purpose: To reduce total budget authority 
provided for the Department of Agricul
ture and related agencies in this Act by 
$170 mlllion) 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I send an 
amendment to the desk and ask for its 
immediate consideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

The Senator from Delaware (Mr. RoTH) 
for himself and Mr. PaoxMmE, proposes an 
unprinted amendment numbered 384: 

On page 51 , after line 19, insert the fol
lowing: 

SEC. 612. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I ask unan
imous consent that further reading of 
the amendment be dispensed with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
On page 51, after line 19, insert the fol-

~w~g: . 
SEc. 612. Notwithstanding any other pro

visio,n in this Act, the total amount of budg
et authority provided in this Act is hereby 
reduced in the amount of $170,000,000: Pro
vided, That Congress intends that this re
duction shall be achieved by the improve
ment of program efficiency and administra
tive productivity: Provided further, That 
this section shall not be construed to change 
any law authorizing appropriations or other 
budget authority in this Act. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the Ameri
can economy is in serious trouble, far 
greater trouble than this administra
tion is either aware of or willing to 
admit. Only 4 years since this country 
suffered the severe effects of a destruc
tive recession, rising, unrestrained in-

flation is pushing us right back into the 
arms of recession again. The Congres
sional Budget Office now predicts con
sumer prices will rise 12 percent this 
year, up from 9 percent last year. That 
is an incredible 21 percent increase in 
just 2 years-the largest in peacetime 
history. 

Mr. President, if we are to reduce in
flation, we in Congress must begin by 
conserving tax dollars, stopping exces
sive spending, and improving efficiency 
at the Department of Agriculture. 

My amendment provides a 1-percent 
efficiency cut in the administrative costs 
of the Department of Agriculture in this 
bill. This will save the taxpayers $170 
million and stimulate needed manage
ment reforms at the Department of Agri
culture. 

This amendment is cosponsored by the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PRox
MIRE) and I ask unanimous consent that 
his name be added to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, the Senator 
from Wisconsin <Mr. PROXMIRE) has also 
joined with me as the SOB's, the Save 
Our Bucks Task Force, to carefully re
view each of the various appropriations 
bills. 

In short, if the American people are 
going to make sacrifices for our nation
al economy, the Federal Government it
self is going to have to do more--with 
less. 

Our amendment strikes at the very 
heart of that which the American tax
payer detests the most--waste and mis
management. Our amendment does not 
cut specific programs, projects or hard
ware-such as plant, and capital equip· 
ment, but instead requires reductions in 
administrative and overhead costs only, 
in order to improve program efficiency 
within USDA. 

I firmly believe not even the best run 
Federal agency would contend there is 
not at least 1 percent waste within its 
programs that a serious, effective man
agement system could find and correct 
without destroying worthwhile pro
grams. In addition, by such an efficiency 
cut, those affected agencies would be put 
on notice to track the effectiveness of all 
their programs and set priorities as to 
the most valuable. 

Again, I wish to emphasize we are not 
advocating irresponsible or precipitous 
elimination of any programs in this bill. 
I am actually urging a more reasonable 
level of funding-a level more consistent 
with the President's stated goals and 
certainly more in keeping with those 
which citizens have been demanding all 
over the country. 

I would suggest there are many areas 
in the present bill in which increases are 
highly questionable and efficiencies are 
possible. 

For example, the salaries and ex
penses of the Farmers Home Adminis
tration in this bill have increased 20 
percent over fiscal 1978, just when farm
ers are complaining the FmHA is top 
heavy with bureaucratic redtape. 

This bill also includes $25 million over 
the House bill for competitive research 
grants. This program sets up a new bu-

reaucracy in Washington and at the large 
universities to duplicate research of our 
productive and proven State research 
stations and land grant colleges under 
the cooperative State research service. 
The State agriculture people have op
posed this boondoggle for 3 years now, 
and so has the House. 

I would suggest that modest efficiency 
cuts could be made in those same areas 
in title II which the full Senate cutback 
on the floor last year on the recommen
dation of the Appropriations Committee. 
These areas include domestic farm labor 
assistance, which has increased 24 per
cent over 1978; housing repair grants, 
which have increased 263 percent over 
1978, and the rural clean water program 
which, State officials tell me, has $25 
million in unobligated, surplus funding. 

Finally, food program administration 
costs for Federal salaries and expenses 
have skyrocketed 30 percent since 1978. 

Our 1-percent efficiency and produc
tivity cut does not tell USDA where to 
make its management efficiencies. The 
areas I have suggested are just that, and 
USDA would be expected to streamline 
its programs and cut waste and fat for a 
total reduction of $170 million in its 
budget. If USDA productivity could im
prove as much as the productivity of 
American farmers-15 percent output 
per man-hour alone in the last 3 years
my !-percent efficiency cut would be a 
drop in the bucket in comparison. 

There is no question hard choices are 
necessary to reduce Federal spending. 
But there is no question these steps are 
necessary to restrain inflation. When an 
average American family sits down and 
makes out their household budget, they 
set spending limits and establish priori
ties. They are forced not to spend more 
money than they have coming in. When 
times are tough, they do not increase the 
size of their budget, rather they make 
sacrifices. Perhaps they do not take a 
family vacation that year, or they wait 
another year to buy a new car. If the 
family budget does exceed the family's 
means, then the family must pay the 
consequences. 

Likewise, the Federal Government 
should be forced to stay within the limits 
of its means. If American families are 
expected to make sacrifices, no less 
should be expected of the Government. 

In fact, substantial reductions in Fed
eral spending can be achieved merely by 
focusing on fraud and waste in Govern
ment spending programs. Deputy Attor
ney General Benjamin Civiletti has testi
fied before the Budget Committee that 
fraud and waste consume between $5 
and $50 billion of the Federal budget. 
Clearly, curbs on spending can be 
achieved without impairing useful Gov
ernment functions. 

Since the President's budget proposal 
in January, Federal spending levels have 
increased $10 billion. 

The budget approved last year was the 
highest in our Nation's history-$494 
billion. This year, the President's budget 
will set a new record-it calls for an in
crease to $532 billion. This is an increase 
of 7.7 percent. 

For years the Government has been 
throwing money at our Nation's prob-
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lems, and when that did not work the 
solution was to throw more money at 
our problems. In doing so, we have con
tributed to the biggest problem in this 
country-inflation. 

I believe Government must begin to 
clean up its own house before it has any 
right to look the American people in 
the eye and demand that they cut back 
and sacrifice. 

Do we need to be hit with a 2-by-4 to 
reduce the obvious? 

I urge my colleagues to vote yea on 
the coalition amendment to save our tax
payers $170 million in improved efficiency 
and productivity at USDA. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent to have printed in the RECORD a 
letter dated March 29, 1979, from myself 
to Senators EAGLETON and BELLMON, in 
response to a requoot for recommenda
tions on agricultural programs. 

There being no objection, the letter was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

Hon. THOMAS EAGLETON, 
Hon. HENRY BELLMON, 

MARCH 29, 1979. 

Subcommittee on Agriculture, and Related 
Agencies, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR TOM and HENRY: Thank you for in
Viting me to make recommendations to the 
Agriculture and Related Agencies Subcom
mittee on federal assistance for agricultural 
programs in the 1980 budget. 

As your subcommittee considers agricul
ture appropriations for fiscal 1980, I urge you 
to maintain your support for the agricul
tural research programs of our land grant 
universities. 

The State Agricultural Experiment Stations 
and Extension Services are the backbone of 
our nation's phenomenal strength in agri
culture. Indeed, they sustain the position 
of the American farm as breadbasket to the 
world. The formula matching grants which 
the Hatch Act and Smith-Lever Act provide 
our land grant universities represent long
term investment in the productivity of 
American agriculture. 

The Extension Service, for example, has 
been so successful in bringing the farmer and 
the scientist together that it has been a 
model for dozens of other federal programs, 
such as the Sea Grant public information 
programs funded by NOAA, and, more re
cently, the state energy extension service 
pilot programs funded by DOE. 

The Experiment Stations provide a much
needed continuity to basic and applied agri
cultural research programs, and enable farm
ers to cope on the local level, on a person-to
person basis, with the increasing complexity 
of agriculture. 

However, President Carter in both his fis
cal 1979 and his fiscal 1980 budgets has 
failed to recognize the importance of these 
programs to our agricultural productivity. 
In his 1980 budget, he has recommended 
$81,078,000 for Hatch Act formula grants, 
the same amount appropriated in FY 1979, 
and therefore a 10 percent cut in real dol
lars. He has recommended cutting Smith
Lever Act payments to states from $240,330, 
000 in 1979 to $186,140,000 in 1980. At the 
same time as the President is recommending 
these cuts in our state agricultural research 
programs, he is recommending doubling 
competitive agricultural research grants 
from $14,550,000 to $29,100,000. 

Replacing our long-standing state agri
culture research institutions with a new na
tional research bureaucracy just does not 
make sense. We need to cut the waste and 

fat in government programs. We need to weed 
out the inefficient programs and make the 
hard choices necessary to cut the budget def
icit. But in an era of declining economic 
productivity, we need to maintain those pro
grams that sustain the productivity level of 
the backbone of our economy-at the most 
efficient, least bureaucratic level. 

Therefore, in your committee's delibera
tions please maintain real dollar level of 
federal funding for the Hatch Act statutory 
grants and the Smith-Lever Act payments to 
the states. I recommend you offset these !n
creases with cuts in other, less productive, 
less proven programs, such as the competi
tive research grants. 

Thank you for your consideration. 
Sincerely, 

WILLIAM V. ROTH, Jr., 
U.S. Senate. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, will 
the Senator yield for a question? 

Mr. ROTH. Yes, I am happy to. 
Mr. EAGLETON. With regard to the 

so-called 1-percent-efficiency cut, the 
amendment is not drafted as a 1-percent 
cut across-the-board in every account; is 
that correct? 

Mr. ROTH. That is true. 
Mr. EAGLETON. Thus the Secretary, 

if this amendment becomes law, could 
cut any account by 2 percent, 4 percent, 
or 5 percent, depending on where he 
wanted, wherever he found this so-called 
inefficiency; is that correct? 

Mr. ROTH. I would point out to the 
distinguished manager of the bill that 
the amendment just provides for $170 
million in cuts, with the proviso that 
"Congress intends that this reduction 
shall be achieved by the improvement of 
program efficiency and administrative 
productivity." 

It is not intended to be a cut in specific 
programs, per se. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Per se. But if this 
passes, and the Secretary calls in his 
aides and says, "Let's do a little zero
based budgeting in terms of efficiency, 
and let's start with the most inefficient 
program we run, and then go up to the 
most efficient," those designated as being 
most inefficient could feel a heavier bur
den of the cuts; would that not be 
correct? 

Mr. ROTH. That is correct. 
Mr. EAGLETON. And did I correctly 

understand the Senator to say that the 
Senator from Wisconsin (Mr. PROXMIRE) 
was now a cosponsor of this amendment? 

Mr. ROTH. That is correct. 
Mr. EAGLETON. That is very inter

esting, ·because in the opinion of some 
in this Chamber, the special milk pro
gram is one of the most inefficient pro
grams, and the Secretary of Agriculture 
so believes. So if this amendment passes 
I think I can assure the body that the 
first heavy measure of this cut will be 
against the special milk program, and 
it is interesting that Senator PROXMIRE is 
a cosponsor of the amendment. 

Mr. ROTH. I would point out to the 
distinguished manager of the bill that it 
is intended, and the amendment so pro
vides, that these would be cuts from ad
ministrative costs and not programs 
themselves. In my lengthier statement, 
which in the interest of time I did not 
read in its entirety, I do mention a num-

ber of areas that I suggest where cuts 
could be made. 

I would point out that this bill as re
ported contains an inflationary 25 per
cent increase in the administrative costs 
of Farmers Home and food programs, 
and a 28 percent increase in rural de
velopment program. 

Mr. President, I realize that any pro
posed efficiency cut can be attacked on 
the ground that it is going to hurt a fa
vorite program of a particular Senator or 
a particular State. But I think the im
portant point we are trying to make, and 
I would assume that the Department of 
Agriculture would move in good faith, 
particularly with the oversight responsi
bility in the hands of such people as the 
manager of the bill and Senator BELL
MON, that we can accomplish this 1 per
cent cut without hurting any of the sig
nificant programs in the Department of 
Agriculture. 

I think we are saying to the people 
back home, because of inflation, "You 
have to make your dollar go further. You 
have to be a little more effective. You 
have to be a little more efficient." I think 
that is all we are trying to do here, Mr. 
President, to put the various depart
ments on notice that they are just going 
to have to do a better job with the funds 
available, that there are ways and means 
of improving the administrative effi
ciency of this department without hurt
ing the many programs approved by this 
Congress. I do not think anyone would 
quarrel with that. 

Mr. President, I ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient. 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, I am willing 

to yield. 
Mr. BELLMON. Will the Senator from 

Missouri yield me 5 minutes? 
Mr. EAGLETON. I yield. 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, there 

is something very attractive and tempt
ing about these across-the-board cuts. 
In voting for these, we can vote for effi
ciency; we can vote to do away with 
waste and corruption without being spe
cific. But unfortunately, when we get 
down to the full effect of these cuts they 
usually prove to be exactly the wrong 
way to try to achieve reductions in the 
appropriations. When we make these 
kinds of cuts, we hit . the high priority 
and well-managed programs to the same 
ext~nt that we hit the low priority pro
grams. As the Senator from Missouri has 
pointed out, we simply give the adminis
tration carte blanche to cut wherever 
they want to, and obviously some of the 
places they are going to cut will not suit 
the Members of the Senate. 

As a matter of fact, and I think this 
will be of interest to the Senate, the Sub
committee on Agriculture of the Appro
priations Committee this year had re
quests from a large number of Senators 
and these requests totaled $700 million 
for add-ons. There was not one single 
request, to my knowledge, that even sug
gested that we cut a program. This in
cludes the Senator from Delaware. There 
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was no request from the Senator tfrom 
Delaware that we consider these cuts 
during the process of hearings or mark
ing up of this bill. 

Mr. ROTH. I believe I appeared before 
the Budget Committee. 

Mr. BElLM ON. I am talking about 
the Appropriations Subcommittee. 

Mr. ROTH. But I think the Senator 
from Oklahoma recognizes that we have 
the authorizing committee and the 
Budget Committee, and I did appear be
fore the Budget Committe and in great 
detail pointed out where I thought sav
ings could be made. In any event, the 
real problem, I would point out, is that 
we really do not know what the Senator 
will recommend until 3 days before he 
comes to the Senate floor. This Sena
tor has tried to be cooperative and has 
not brought up an objection based on 
the 3-day rule. But I would point out 
that this Senator, with the Senator from 
Wisconsin, did appear before the Budg
et Committee. 

Mr. BELLMON. I was present andre
member very vividly that testimony. I 
was speaking of the bill before this body 
at this time from the Agricultural Ap
propriations Subcommittee. No Senator 
recommended any specific cuts to be 
made in this legislation. The fact is that 
the members of this committee spent a 
great deal of time and energy in trying 
to bring to this floor as responsible a 
bill as we possibly could. When we meet 
these across-the-board cuts, we are 
simply inviting committees not to be as 
careful in their work as they presently 
are trying to be, or to add a little cut in
surance. To me that would be the worst 
kind of cut. 

I must oppose the amendment of my 
friend from Delaware, realizing that he 
has good intentions but believing that 
this is the wrong way to go about achiev
ing the results he wishes. 

Mr. ROTH. Mr. President, to be very 
brief, down through the years I have 
offered amendments in the form of 
across-the-board cut.s or by specific pur
pose. In either case I always run into the 
same problem, that it cannot be done. I 
think that is the reason we are in the 
budget situation we are now in. It is my 
understanding that the members of the 
Budget Committee are extrordinarily 
concerned about the budget deficit this 
year. 

We have forced the American people 
to do a better job. All I am saying is that 
American farm productivity has jumped 
15 percent in 3 years. I see nothing wrong 
with asking the USDA to attempt to keep 
pace by improving its productivity and 
efficiency. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I be~ 
lieve the Senator from Oklahoma has 
stated our position very well. 

Mr. President, I have with me an 18-
page document that indexes the request 
of every Senator made to our committee 
with respect to funding provisions in this 
bill. Some Senators write us many letters. 
The essence of this list is that every 
Senator who wrote us, Mr. President, 
asked us to aJPpropria te more money. 
Every name on this list and every pro-

gram from every Senator was to spend 
more, including the Senator from Dela
ware. He wrote us three times. He wrote 
us to spend more on Hatch Act grants. 
He wrote us before we marked up the 
bill. 

He wrote to spend more on Smith
Lever, and to spend more on SCS. 

By the way, the bill is in compliance 
with the 3-day rule. 

The reason the Senator does not want 
to offer a specific amendment is that once 
he starts cutting into certain specifics, 
then he knows he will be trespassing on 
many Members' favorite programs. 

In this amendment to cut amor
phously, he hopes to muster a great deal 
of support. I think perhaps a more pru
dent way for the Senator to go is to rec
ommend specific cuts-say cut the spe
cial milk progl"am, cut the brucellosis 
research, or tell us where he wants to 
cut and we will vote on it. 

Mr. President, I yield back the remain
der of my time. I move to table the 
amendment and ask for the yeas and 
nays. 

Mr. ROTH. Will the chairman with
hold for 30 seconds? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Yes. 
Mr. ROTH. I would like to point out 

that, as other Senators, of course I have 
tried to influence the appropriations. I 
would also point out that in my letter to 
Senator BELLMON, I also recommended 
that these increases be cut by eliminat
ing such programs as the competitive re
search grants. So I think if the Senator 
is going to attack this Senator, the full 
story should be given. I yield back the 
floor. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I 
move to table the amendment and I ask 
for the yeas and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The question is on agreeing to the mo
tion to table the amendment of the Sen
ator from Delaware. The yeas and nays 
have been ordered and the clerk will call 
the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from Michigan (Mr. LEVIN), the 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. 
RIBICOFF), the Senator from Michigan 
(Mr. RIEGLE), the Senator from Ten
nessee <Mr. SASSER), and the Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from Michigan (Mr. 
LEVIN) would vote "yea." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona (Mr. GoLDWATER) 
is necessarily a:bsent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee <Mr. BAKER) is absent to 
attend a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER <Mr. 
PRYOR). Have all Senators in the Cham
ber who wish to vote voted? 

The result was announced-yeas 65, 
nays 26, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 189 Leg.] 
YEAS-65 

Baucus Exon 
Bayh Ford 
Bellmon Glenn 
Bentsen Hart 
Biden Hatfield 
Boren Hayakawa 
Bradley Heflin 
Bumpers Heinz 
Burdick Hollings 
Byrd, Robert C. Huddleston 
Cannon Inouye 
Chiles Jackson 
Church Javits 
Cochran Kassebaum 
Cohen Kennedy 
Cranston Leahy 
CUlver Magnuson 
DeConcini Mathias 
Domenioi Matsunaga 
Durenberger McGovern 
Durkin Melcher 
Eagleton Metzenbaum 

NAYS-26 

Morgan 
Moynihan 
Muskie 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Sarbanes 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stevenson 
Stewart 
Talmadge 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Weicker 
Williams 
Young 
Zorlnsky 

Armstrong 
Boschwitz 
Byrd, 

Helms Packwood 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Chafee 
Danforth 
Dole 
Garn 
Hatch 

Baker 
Goldwater 
Gravel 

Humphrey Pell 
Jepsen Proxmlre 
Johnston Roth 
Laxal t Simpson 
Long Stone 
Lugar Thurmond 
McClure Wallop 
Nunn Warner 

NOT VOTING-9 
Levin 
Nelson 
Ribicoff 

Riegle 
Sasser 
Stennis 

So the motion to lay on the table the 
Roth amendment (UP No. 384) was 
agreed to. 

Mr. THURMOND addressed the Chair. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

Chair recognizes the majority leader. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

if I could just take a minute to inquire 
as to what the situation is. 

May I inquire of the distinguished 
Senator from Montana <Mr. MELCHER) 
as to how many amendments he has that 
would require a rollcall vote, if any. 

Mr. MELCHER. We have one amend
ment that the managers of the bill have 
not seen fit to accept yet and two others 
I think will be agreeable. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I inquire 
of the manager of the bill, does he in
tend to say something? 

Mr. EAGLETON. It is my understand
ing that Senator MELCHER has one 
amendment on which he will request a 
vote. He has two amendments that I 
think we will be able to work out with 
some conversation. 

The Senator from South Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND) has an amendment that we 
will work out with some discussion. 
Those are the only amendments I know 
of. 

So if I may make a suggestion, that 
we proceed with the Melcher amend
ment on which there is to be a vote, and 
then have an understanding we will not 
need a rollcall vote on final passage. I 
do not require one or think we need one, 
so if we could have one more rollcall vote, 
everyone could go and we could do our 
discussions on the other issues that will 
not require a rollcall vote. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
may I inquire if any Senator intends to 
demand the yeas and nays on final 
passage? 
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Then Mr. MELCHER is prepared to go 
with the amendment on which a rollcall 
vote would be reQuired at this time. 

I thank the Senators. 
Mr. President, there are indications 

there will be a rollcall vote requested on 
final passage. So if we could hold that 
assurance in abeyance, at least for the 
moment, there might be a chance that 
a voice vote would still suffice. We will 
not say for sure just now. 

Mr. MAGNUSON. If the Senator will 
yield, would the majority leader, while 
on the ftoor and there are Senators pres
ent, lay out the program now for 
tomorrow? 

PROGRAM FOR TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
the distinguished Senator from Wash
ington <Mr. MAGNUSON) has asked about 
the program for tomorrow. 

The Senate will proceed at 11 o'clock 
a .m. tomorrow on the Labor-HEW ap
propriation bill. There is no time agree
ment at this point on that bill. There 
will be rollcall votes on amendments. 

The distinguished Senator from Wash
ington <Mr. MAGNUSON) has indicated 
that there is a possibility the Senate 
might finish action on that bill tomor
row, but I do not believe--

Mr. MAGNUSON. I am not optimistic. 
Mr ROBERT C. BYRD. He is not 

optimistic. 
That would be the business on to

morrow. 
Mr. STEVENS. And work on the agri

culture bill at 11 o'clock--
Mr. EAGLETON. I was going to sug

gest, I think, along the same lines, that 
we consider the Melcher amendment, 
discuss the other amendments, then go 
to third reading tonight and have a roll
call vote on final passage tomorrow 
morning at 11 o'clock. But, the bill could 
not be amended any further tomorrow. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. All right. 
Would 10:45 be all right, because Mr. 

MAGNUSON w·ants to start on the appro
priation bill at 11. 

Mr. STEVENS. Fine. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that a vote on 
final passage of the agriculture appro
priation bill, which will be a rollcall vote, 
occur tomorrow morning at 10:45 a.m., 
with the paragraph 3, rule XII waived. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Then, Mr. 
President, may we have an understand
ing that once the Senate has disposed of 
the Melcher amendment on which there 
will be a rollcall vote, that there will 
be no other rollcall vote this evening? 

Mr. EAGLETON. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. And that upon 

tbe disposition of the Melcher amend
ment and Mr. THURMOND's amendment, 
the bill will go to third reading and that 
will be it for the day. ' 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I make that 

request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Mr. BUMPERS. If the Senator will 

yield, I have no objection. I want to ask 

two questions. One, is the majority 
leader going to seek a time agreement 
sometime between now and tomorrow 
on the Labor-HEW bill? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. No. I will not 
between now and tomorrow. 

Mr. BUMPERS. Two, can the Senl3.tor 
give some idea of the prospects for a 
Saturday session? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. The prospects, 
unfortunately, are good. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. May I have a 

word of explanation? The Labor-HEW 
appropriation bill , we hope to dispose of 
that this week, and the Export Control 
Act, also. There is time agreement on the 
Export Control Act. 

So I would say between those two bills 
we would be in Saturday, and if we dis
pose of both those, we have other 
matters. ' 

We have a nomination that has been 
on the desk here for weeks, and it con
cerns the nomination of a member of 
the minority party with some problems 
on that side of the aisle. 

But we will have to dispose of that 
sooner or later. 

Mr. JOHNSTON. If the Senator will 
yield, reserving the right to object-will 
the majority leader yield? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. JOHNSTON. I wonder if it would 

be possible to have the debate on these 
two amendments tonight, vote on them 
tomorrow back to back, so we can. 
maybe, slip off to our families? 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Well, Mr. 
President, could we just take 5 minutes 
on this amendment? 

Mr. MELCHER. Well--
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Or 10. 
Mr. MELCHER. Would the majority 

leader yield? 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Yes. 
Mr. MELCHER. There are several 

cosponsors. I have noticed at least two 
beside myself who would like to speak, 
and briefty. But I think we could assure 
all Senators that the vote will probably 
o:cur in 15 or 20 minutes. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Could we limit 
the time, not to exceed 20 minutes on the 
amendment, equally divided; is that 
agreeable to the distinguished Senator, 
to limit the time on the amendment, not 
to exceed 20 minutes, equally divided? 

Mr. MELCHER. I cannot speak for 
the others that have asked to speak on 
it. 

It will be a little tight, but the way 
the manager of the bill is operating, he 
does not take much time. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Does the Sen
ator object to my request of 20 minutes, 
equally divided? 

Mr. MELCHER. It will be tight. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Not to ex

ceed 30 minutes, equally divided? 
Mr. MELCHER. Well, it is 30 minutes, 

anyway. That is all there is. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thought 

there was an hour-is it 30 minutes? 
Mr. MELCHER. Yes. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Then I am 

gaining nothing. 

Several Senators addressed the Chair. 
Mr. MELCHER. We could present-
Mr. FORD. We could have had the 

amendment handled in the time we have 
wasted. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Twenty min
utes, equally divided, with 5 minutes to 
the Senator from Missouri? 

Mr. MELCHER. Sure. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I make that 

request. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 

objection? 
Without objection, it is so ordered. 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, this 

amendment will really take a very short 
time. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, may 
we have order so we can hear the Sen
ator? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator may proceed. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 385 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
that the amendment be stated. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will state the amendment. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCHER) , 

for himself and Messrs. McGovERN, BoscH
WITZ, ZORINSKY, JEPSEN, COCHRAN, and DUR
ENBERGER, propose an unprinted amendment 
numbered 385 : 

To amend H.R. 4387 making appropria
tions for Agriculture, Rural Developments, 
and Related Agencies program for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1980, and for 
other purposes. 

On page 32, line 20-strike $254,097,000 and 
insert $272,043,000 . 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President and 
Members of the Senate, what we are 
seeking to do with this amendment is to 
provide for soil conservation service, ap
proximately the amount that was avail
able for SCS in this current fiscal year. 
We are not quite up to that amount. We 
are asking a few million dollars less than 
the $276 million that is available this 
year for Soil Conservation Service. 

So I think the amendment is a very 
reasonable amendment. What was avail
able for Soil Conservation Service in the 
current fiscal year, including what is in 
the supplemental, comes to $276 million. 
There was a $12 million carryover that 
was available to SCS this year. 

Under the terms of the bill and the 
restructuring of how these agencies work 
and how their fiscal years end, there is 
no carryover that will be avail'able hence
forth. 

So if we review what is in the com
mittee recommended bill, $254 million for 
fiscal 1980, we are actually looking at 
$20 million-almost $21 million-less 
than is available and is being spent in a 
judicious way for Soil Conservation 
Services this year. 

We are not even trying to correct for 
inftation. We are just attempting to hold 
SCS to where it is now. 

The President's budget envisions a cut 
of 1,100 jobs. Eleven hundred jobs ts 
20 per State, if it were divided equally. 
Of course, it is not divided equally, but 
I think Senators would agree that that 
is a very serious cut in any State. 
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Mr. President, in .fiscal 1979, the ap

propriations for the conservation opera
tions of the Soil Conservation Service
plus carryover from .fiscal 1978-was 
$276,000,000. 

The Senate Appropriations Committee 
has recommended a level of $254,097,000 
for .fiscal 1980-a reduction of $20,997,
ooo. Further, the committee has decided 
that it will no longer permit the carrying 
over of funds from one year to the next, 
even though that is the most sensible way 
to .finance conservation work-construc
tion activities in particular. 

When the cuts recommended by the 
committee are corrected for inflation, 
and to eliminate $2,000,000 in Resource 
Conservation Act grants in 1979, the net 
effect of their action is a reduction of 
$24,600,000. 

An adjustment of this size would mean 
cutting 1,100 staff years of conservation 
work, or about 22 fewer professional peo
ple per State. 

Now just what are conservation 
operations? 

First and foremost, it is the payroll
the line item where most of the SCS per
sonnel are paid from. 

Conservation operations provide tech
nical assistance to farmers, ranchers, 
and other · landowners in the planning 
and application of conservation treat
ment needed to protect the resource base. 

This includes assistance to partici
pants of the agricultural conservation 
program administered by the Agricul
tural Stabilization and Conservation 
Service; assistance to Indians; and strip
mined land that has to be reclaimed. 

Our distinguished colleagues may tell 
us that since they included in this bill 
$75 million for the new rural clean water 
program, they have created slightly more 
than 200 jobs, while taking away 1,100 
with the other hand. But these people 
will be committed to the water pollution 
activities, and will not be detailed to the 
normal day-to-day activities of the 
agency which have proven themselves 
over more than 40 years. 

Another part of conservation opera
tions is land inventory and monitoring. 
It provides soil and water resource data 
for land conservation, use, and develop
ment. It helps local government in mak
ing development decisions. The informa
tion it produces ·can be used for making 
loca;l development decisions, to identify 
prime farmland and to protect the 
environment. 

A third part of conservation opera
tions is the soil survey. These soil surveys 
are an inventory of our basic resource to 
determine land capabilities and conser
vation treatment needs. Soil survey pub
lications include illiterpretations useful 
to c'ooperating farmers, governments at 
all levels, and for basic information on 
land to be surface mined. 

Only about half of our Nation's land 
has been inventoried, mostly because the 
money has not been provided to do the 
job. The bill before us today wowd reduce 
by half the amount recommended by the 
House for this purpose. The reason given 
is that SCS will receive $2 million from 
the Bureau of Land Management next 
year for soil survey work. That is .fine for 

BLM, but that ·bears no relevance to the 
problem of trying to .find out the condi
tion of our privately owned farmland. 
Unless the BLM is going to become altru
istic and let their money be used to sur
vey private land, we are taking a major 
step backward. 

Another part of conservation opera
tions is the snow survey, which is really 
water forecasting. In many portions of 
the water-short West, the snow that falls 
on the mountains in the winter is the 
water that will be available throughout 
the rest of the year. Information on the 
amount of snowpack is vital to everyone 
who uses water in the West. 

The administration wants to turn this 
program over to the States. Unfortu
nately, when the snow melts, it does not 
stop at State lines. It follows the .fiow of 
river basins. Therefore, it is not real
istic to expect the States to do this work, 
and it is obviously information w'hich has 
national implications. 

This might be an appropriate time to 
talk about what the States should do. 
Over the past 10 years, through succeed
ing economy measures, the Soil Conser
vation Service has lost about 3,000 tech
nician jobs. This has concerned the 
States, and some of them have begun to 
hire conservationists to supplement the 
Federal effort. But the States have been 
rewarded for their desire to expand the 
work of conservation by having the Fed
eral Government continually try to cut 
back on the SCS staff. That does not 
seem like much of an incentive for the 
States to try to do more. It seems to me 
it would work just the opposite. 

The administration wants to get rid of 
the plant materials centers and turn 
them over to the States. There are now 
18 SCS-operated plant materials centers 
which test new plants to determine 
which ones work best for a particular 
multi-State region to hold down coast 
lines, to develop shelter belts or reclaim 
strip mines, to mention just a few things. 
If these units are turned over to the 
States, there is no assurance whatever 
that the information now shared within 
regions would continue to be shared. 

Finally, conservation operations cover 
work for the SoU and Water Resource 
Conservation Act of 1977, a device 
through which the Congress hopes to get 
a better quality of conservation effort. 

We have to have more knowledge 
about the status of our resources and 
the condition of our land and water re
sources. Soil losses from our lands con
tinue at an unacceptable rate. In Mon
tana alone there are 35 miliion acres in 
desperate need of conservation treat
ment. Our lakes, ponds, and waterways 
are .filling with chemicals and silt. We 
are not going to win this battle with 
erosion without a Federal commitment. 

Our calculations indicate that 1,000 
skilled technicians will be lost from the 
Soil Conservation Service if this bill is 
not amended. We have learned from long 
experience that it takes technical as
sistance to plan and apply conservation 
measures to the land. 

Therefore, I ask the Senate to accept 
my amendment to increase the amount 

for conservation operations to $272 mil
lion, a sum that will merely hold us 
where we are today. It is a current serv
ices .figure. With inflation and other ris
ing costs it will provide us with a level 
of operations similar to .fiscal1979 activ
ities and employment. 

The conservation programs of the De
partment of Agriculture have been gut
ted by inflation. Each year we come here 
and appropriate the same amounts for 
soil and water conservation, and some
times a little less. We do this in the name 
of economy. But because of inflation we 
have steadily allowed our conservation 
efforts to decline, as the same number of 
dollars each year buys less and less con
servation. 

The Cedars of Lebanon are renowned 
throughout history and legend as one of 
the greatest assets of that land. But the 
Cedars have been gone for hundreds of 
years, because the soils of Lebanon were 
permitted to be wasted. Furthermore, 
the land will never again permit the 
planting of these trees. 

The fertile crescent, where our civili
zation began is no longer fertile. It is a 
desert. Throughout the world the desert 
is creeping up on our civilization, as in 
the Sahel, in Africa. Yet we try to econ
omize on spending for the basic re
source that makes our society so rich and 
prosperous-the land. It is the richness 
of our land which makes us the best fed 
nation in the world, and which permits 
us to expand our efforts in manufactur
ing and other vital areas. 

If we d.o not make the small contri
butions to the continued productivity of 
the land today, this Nation will pay 
through the nose for our poor steward
ship down the road in a way that will 
make the energy crisis seem like small 
potatoes. 

The fact is that if we really believe 
that our soil and water resources are 
important, we have to provide for this 
very important function. These are funds 
mostly for jobs, but it is the best protec
tion this country has found for avoiding 
soil damage, for conserving soil. 

Another part of the conservation 
operations is planned inventory and 
monitoring to provide soil and water re
source data for land conservation use and 
development. It helps local government 
in making development decisions. 

The information it provides can be 
used for making local government deci
sions to identify prime farmland and to 
protect the environment. 

A third part of conservation operations 
is soil conserving. These soil services are 
an inventory of our basic resources to 
determine land capabilities and conser
vation needs. Only about half of our 
Nation's land has been inventoried, 
mostly because the money has not been 
provided to do the job. The bill before 
us today would reduce by half the 
amount recommended by the House for 
this purpose. 

If we really want to protect our land 
and water, if we really believe that that is 
one of our very basic goals in this coun
try, I think it is time we hold the line 
on erosion of the SoU Conservation Serv-
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ice. That is exactly what is happening in 
the President's budget and, unfortu
nately, in the committee's recommenda
tion for Soil Conservation Services in 
this bill. 

I yield to the Senator from Iowa <Mr. 
JEPSEN). 

Mr. JEPSEN. Mr. President, as ranking 
minority member of the Environment, 
Soil Conservation and Forestry Subcom
mittee of the Senate Agriculture Com
mittee, I have joined the senior Senator 
from Montana as a cosponsor of this 
amendment. 

Mr. President, our Nation has a re
sponsibility to help farmers protect the 
long-term public interests in land and 
water. Attempts to deny that responsi
bility in order to falsely preserve the 
budget mislead the American taxpayer. 
Conservation program dollars, effectively 
,spent mean that soil and water are 
more productive next year, and every 
year thereafter. This productivity is our 
major source of national strength and 
wealth and failure to utilize conservation 
dollars now will contribute to a false and 
limited agriculture economy. Soil quality 
determines our Nation's crop production. 
A strong and well staffed soil conserva
tion program will help to maintain and 
improve the productivity of land re
sources. This will benefit consumers, our 
farm communities, the environment and 
our Nation. 

Throughout this great country, we 
have seen topsoil wash away, fertility de
crease and soil quality deteriorate. When 
land deteriorates, soil loses a high level 
of productivity, and the ability to ab
sorb moisture that can be released slowly 
to crops, natural springs, and streams. 
Deteriorated soils are easily compacted 
by machines working the land. 

Rain beating on deteriorated soils can 
cause a crust to form reducing penetra
tion and increasing a run-off which car
ries away millions of tons of sediment. 
This sediment fills our streams, ponds, 
and lakes; destroys fish and wildlife, 
chokes waterway channels, and com
pounds the problems of obtaining clean 
water for public and industrial use. 

Americans need to be reminded again, 
in a new and effective way, that soil 
erosion means a permanent loss of pro
ductivity. Consequently, the loss results 
in increased production costs for grain, 
pork, beef, and other agricultural prod
ucts. Those who have talked to farmers 
recently, like I have, know that they
the farmers-cannot afford these in
creased costs. Costs will eventually be 
passed on to consumers and will add to 
inflation, inflation far greater than we 
know today. I believe that those who 
think that we can fight inflation by re
ducing sound and effective conservation 
programs are shortsighted. If we are 
trying to control inflation, we must look 
at the root causes of inflation. The loss 
of productive lands by erosion of produc
tive topsoils is one of these root causes. 

Mr. President, recently I had the op
portunity to visit Allamakee County in 
my home State of Iowa and observed 
firsthand, their soil conservation pro
grams. During my tour of the county, I 
found the district conservationist of the 
soil conservation service to be know!-

edgeable and competent. The projects 
that he planned and implemented were 
effective to Allamakee County's soil con
servation effort. 

The U.S. Department of Agriculture's 
Soil Conservation Service works in Iowa 
through a total of 100 soil and water 
conservation districts like Allamakee. 
Districts now cover 100 percent of the 
State. During fiscal year 1978 a total of 
2,998 land users became new district co
operators, bringing to 105,495 the num
ber of cooperators who voluntarily are 
applying conservation measures to their 
land with SCS technical assistance. 

The Soil Conservation Service provides 
technical help to 25,902 individuals and 
groups and 345 of Government. SCS also 
gave conservation planning assistance to 
2,304 land users. Resource inventory and 
evaluations were provided to 1,112 land 
users and 272 units of Government. Ef
fective conservation systems were ap
plied to 197,211 acres. 

The vanishing topsoil in Iowa has re
quired of farmers that they increase 
their concern and implementation of 
new soil conservation techniques. Half 
the original topsoil has been lost from 
Iowa's unprotected sloping soils in the 
hundred years that they have been 
farmed. At an average loss of 9 tons per 
acre per year or one-twelfth of an inch 
of topsoil a year. The rest could be gone 
in the next 100 years. It takes nature 250 
to 1,000 years to build an inch of topsoil. 
It is evident that topsoil is being lost 
much faster than it is being replaced. 

Wind and water wear away the soil. 
Sheet erosion, the loss of topsoil by thin 
layers or sheets, is one of the major forms 
of soil erosion. Another form, gully ero
sion, scars the landscape by cutting into 
productive fields. 

Senator MELCHER has indicated that 
1,000 skilled technicians will be lost from 
the Soil Conservation Service if this bill 
is not amended. We must act now to 
maintain the technical assistance neces
sary to plan and apply conservation 
measures to the land. The amount indi
cated in our amendment will increase the 
amount for conservation operations by 
$18 million. This will simply help us 
maintain our present programs. We must 
invest in the future of American agri
culture and I ask for strong support. 

As Senator MELCHER has stated, due 
to a combination of carryover, the budg
et this year for the soil conservation 
people was considerably less than the 
1979 appropriations. What we are asking 
for in this amendment is an amount of 
money that does not count inflation. In 
fact, it does not quite equal the 1979 
appropriations. It is some $3 million less. 

Mr. President, I yield to the distin
guished Senator from Mississippi (Mr. 
COCHRAN). 

Mr. COCHRAN. I thank the Senator 
.for yielding. 

Mr. President, it is with concern for 
the conservation of our land and water 
resources in this country and admiration 
for a program that has served our people 
well that I rise in support Olf Senator 
MELCHER's amendment. It provides a cur
rent services level of support to the con
servation operations program of the Soil 
Conservation Service. Let me hasten to 

add that I am just as concerned about 
the budget as I know are the other Mem
bers of the Senate. And I appreciate the 
difficult decisions which had to be made 
by the Appropriations Committee in try
ing to establish priorities among the 
various program needs. It is no simple 
task, and I applaud the fine job they 
did. Yet I think it is important to sta11d 
up for programs which have a proven 
history of benefits to our people. 

The conservation operations program 
represents one of the most effective pro
grams we have to help preserve our nat
ural resources in this country. They pro
vide technical and other assistance to 
farmers, ranchers, rural communities 
and others, in all 50 States, through some 
2,934 conservation districts. Projects are 
identified at the local level by local of
ficials working with private and public 
landholders. This is truly a joint effort 
with local, State, and Federal participa
tion. 

For every dollar of technical assist
ance provided through the conservation 
operation program there is about 1 dol
lar of additional money provided by 
State and local governments, private in
dividuals, and organizations. In addition, 
landowners themselves put in an addi
tional $3 of money, time, and effort. 
This means that for every dollar 
of technical assistance provided by the 
Federal Government there are $4 of 
non-Federal money and time going in
to conservation projects. Mr. President, 
I think it would be a mistake for the 
Congress to cut a program that provides 
the technical support to such viable local 
programs. 

Let me remind the Members that the 
budget for the Soil Conservation Serv
ice assistance to soil and water conserva
tion districts has eroded drastically dur
ing the past several years. The result has 
been a decline of nearly 3,000 full-time 
employees during the last decade. If the 
budget level proposed by the Appropri
ations Committee prevails it will mean a 
reduction of another 1,000 man-years. In 
my State alone, this would mean a re
duction of about 25 to 30 full-time em
ployees. There is no doubt that a cut of 
this magnitude will substantially reduce 
the ability to carry out local projects and 
be an expression of bad faith on the part 
of the Federal Government by reducing 
the technical assistance needed. 

Therefore, I urge Senators to support 
the amendment offered by Senator 
MELCHER so we can maintain the type of 
conservation programs that provide val
uable assistance in the conservation of 
our land and water resources for future 
generations. 
• Mr. BOSCHWITZ. Mr. President, I 
am concerned over the funding level of 
$254,097,000 for the Soil Conservation 
Service's conservation operations in the 
current version of H.R. 4387. If this 
level of funding were kept in the current 
version of the bill approximately 1,100 
SCS employees would lose their jobs. 

Like the rest of my colleagues, I feel 
we should cut out unnecessary Federal 
spending. However, the Soil Conserva
tion Service is one agency that I feel 
performs many useful functions for the 
farmer and the rural landowner. The 

. 
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Soil Conservation Service has the re
sponsibility for developing and carrying 
out a national soil and water conserva
tion program in cooperation with land
owners, developers, with community 
planning agencies, and other Govern
ment agencies. The SCS also ,assists in 
agricultural pollution control, environ
mental improvement, and rural commu
nity development. 

A major portion of SCS's soil and 
water conservation program is imple
mented by the local soil and water con
servation districts. There are presently 
3,000 conservation districts in the United 
States, which cover almost 2 billion acres. 
Through these local soil and water con
servation districts, ·SCS provides tech
nical assistance to landowners and oper
ators in carrying out locally adapted 
soil and water conservation programs. 
These local districts work closely with 
the rural landowner in the development 
of his own conservation plans and also 
in the making of soil surveys. 

If the present level of funding were 
left in this bill, my home State of Min
nesota would lose between 25 and 35 
SCS employees. This reduction in staff 
would mean that many farmers and 
rural landowners in Minnesota would 
lose valuable technical and financial as
sistance that had previously been pro
vided for them through the local soil and 
water conservation districts. 

I applaud Senator MELCHER's efforts to 
restore funding levels for the Soil Con
servation Service, and I urge my col
leagues to support this most essential 
amendment.• 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, the 
committee opposes this amendment, as 
does the Department of Agriculture, for 
the following reasons: 

First, the budget assumed and the 
committee concurred in reductions in 
Federal technical assistance in recogni
tion of the increased role of State, local 
governments, and the private sector in 
providing this . assistance. 

Second, a portion of the reduction 
proposed in the budget for technical 
assistance under conservation operations 
has been picked up by the rural clean 
water appropriation-technical assist
ance portion. 

Third, additional reimbursements 
from outside USDA were expected to 
pick up $3 million of the budgeted reduc
tion, and we believe they will. 

Fourth, the Melcher amendment funds 
the fiscal year 1979 expenditure level of 
the SCS conservation operations and 
does not recognize any reductions pro
posed in the budget. 

For example, it does not take into ac
count a $3 million reduction for antici
pated reimbursements for soil surveys 
coming from non-USDA sources; $2 mil
lion for resource appraisal and program 
development that was provided in fiscal 
year 1979 to meet requiremnts of the 
Soil and Water Resources Conservation 
Act but are no longer needed in fiscal 
year 1980. 

We believe that the Soil Conservation 
Service has been very well taken care of. 

In essence, it is just a question of 
whether we want to add yet another $18 
million to this bill. 

Mr. President, I yield to the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I join 
in supporting the manager of the bill 
with respect to this item. 

I probably have had as close a con
nection with the Soil Conservation Serv
ice as any other Member of the Senate. 
As a matter of fact, for several years 
after World War II, I made my living 
by working as a soil conservation con
tractor, and I know the value of these 
programs. 

The fact is that there is still a great 
deal of work to be done, but we are be
ginning to come to the time when some 
of these programs can be phased back. 
The fact that we spent a certain amount 
of money last year does not mean we 
have to go on spending it forever. 

I feel that particularly in a year where 
we have a severe budget problem to deal 
with this is one area where the Presi
dent's budget figure is appropriate, and 
I support the Senator from Missouri in 
defending the subcommittee figure. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Who 
yields time? 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield back there
mainder of our time. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 
unanimous consent that Senators CuL
VER and PRESSLER be added as cosponsors 
to the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. RANDOLPH. Add me, also. 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I ask 

unanimous consent that Senator RAN
DOLPH also be added as a cosponsor to 
the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, the 
facts I have outlined. $276 million is 
available this year for Soil Conservation 
Service, which is-- absolutely adequate. 
The $12 million that I mentioned as 
carryover was available for this year 
and the supplemental added $7 million 
to get the SCS through this current 
fiscal year. 

There is no argument at all over those 
figures. But there is no carryover allowed 
under the terms of this bill to be avail
able to the Soil Conservation Service. 

So what we are dealing with is what is 
needed. We either provide this amount 
of money or we take the total 1,100 job 
cut, and that means a loss of a lot of 
potential conservation effort. 

We are only asking to get back close, 
not entirely back to the level of the cur
rent fiscal year, but just back close 
within $2 or $3 million of that level. 

I think it is an entirely reasonable 
amendment. I think it is one that is 
absolutely essential if we really believe 
in land conservation. I hope the Senate 
can agree to it. 

I yield back the remainder of our time. 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, under 

the current unanimous-consent agree
ment is a motion to table in order? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Yes, it is. 
Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I move 

to table the amendment of the Senator 
from Montana and I ask for the yeas 
and nays. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 
The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

question is on agreeing to the motion 
to lay on the table the amendment of 
the Senator from Montana. On this 
question the yeas and nays have been 
ordered, and the clerk will call the roll. 

The legislative clerk called the roll. 
Mr. CRANSTON. I announce that the 

Senator from Alaska <Mr. GRAVEL), the 
Senator from Wisconsin <Mr. NELSON), 
the Senator from Connecticut (Mr. Rm
ICOFF), the Senator from Tennessee <Mr. 
SAssER), the Senator from South Dakota 
<Mr. McGovERN), the Senator from 
Michigan (Mr. RIEGLE), and the Senator 
from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) are nec
essarily absent. 

I further announce that, if present and 
voting, the Senator from South Dakota 
(Mr. McGovERN) would vote "nay." 

Mr. STEVENS. I announce that the 
Senator from Arizona <Mr. GoLDWATER) 
is necessarily absent. 

I also announce that the Senator from 
Tennessee (Mr. BAKER) is absent to at
tend a funeral. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Have all 
Senators in the Chamber voted who de
sire to vote? 

The result was announced-yeas 23, 
nays 68, as follows: 

[Rollcall Vote No. 190 Leg.) 
YEAS-23 

Bayh 
Bellm on 
Bradley 
Byrd, 

Harry F ., Jr. 
Cranston 
Eagleton 
Glenn 

Hart 
Hollings 
Humphrey 
Johnston 
Kennedy 
Long 
Muskie 
Pell 

NAYS--68 
Armstrong Fo.rd 
Baucus Garn 
Bentsen Hatch 
Eiden Hatfield 
Boren Hayakawa 
Boschwitz Hefiin 
Bumpers Heina: 
Burdick Helms 
Byrd, Robert c. Huddleston 
Cannon Inouye 
Chafee Jackson 
Chiles Javits 
Church Jepsen 
Cochran Kassebaum 
Cohen Laxal t 
Culver Leahy 
Danforth Levin 
DeConcini Lugar 
Dole Magnuson 
Domenici Mathias 
Durenberger Matsunaga 
Durkin McClure 
Exon Melcher 

Proxmire 
Roth 
Schmitt 
Schweiker 
Stevenson 
Stone 
Warner 
Young 

Metzenbaum 
Morgan 
Moynihan 
Nunn 
Packwood 
Percy 
Pressler 
Pryor 
Randolph 
Sarbanes 
Simpson 
Stafford 
Stevens 
Stewart 
Talmadge 
Thurmond 
Tower 
Tsongas 
Wallop 
Weicker 
Williams 
Zorinsky 

NOT VOTING-9 
Baker 
Goldwater 
Gravel 

McGovern 
Nelson 
Ribicoff 

Riegle 
Sasser 
Stennis 

So the motion to lay on the table Mr. 
MELCHER's amendment (UP No. 385) was 
rejected. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
question is on agreeing to the amend
ment of the Senator from Montana. 

Mr. MELCHER'S amendment (UP No. 
385) was agreed to. 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I move 
to reconsider the vote by which the 
amendment was agreed to. 

Mr. JEPSEN. I move to lay that mo
tion on the table. 
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The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 386 

(Purpose: To increase appropriations for 
section 502 rural housing loans) 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
send an unprinted amendment to the 
desk and ask for its immediate con
sideration. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The clerk 
will report. 

The second assistant legislative clerk 
read as follows: 

The Senator from SOuth Carolina (Mr. 
THURMOND) proposes an unprinted amend
ment numbered 386. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, I 
ask unanimous consent that further 
reading of the amendment be dispensed 
with. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

The amendment is as follows: 
on page 25, line 10, strike the figure 

$3,766,000,000 am.d insert in lieu thereo!: 
$3,979,000,000. 

On page 25, l1ine 11, strike the figure 
$2,857,000,000 and insert in lieu thereof: 
$3,070,000,000. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, this 
amendment provides for increasing the 
funding under section 502 of rural hous
ing and adds $213 million, which is the 
amount provided by the House bill. 

Mr. President, this program is admin
istered by the Farmers Home Adminis
tration and assists low- and moderate
income rural families. The Farmers 
Home Administration informs me that 
any loan applications are backlogged and 
waiting nearly a year for funding. 

Since this program is for low- and 
moderate-income families, those who 
are really in need, I feel we should go 
forward and provide the funds for this 
program. 

In about 2 minutes I can tell why. 
First, section 502 is a loan program, and 
the Government is eventually repaid. 

Second, a great need for adequate 
housing exists throughout our country, 
particularly in rural areas and among 
low-income citizens. 

Third, the program stimulates the 
economy, reducing the rate of unem
ployment which is predicted to rise in 
the near future. 

Fourth, the jobs created by this pro
gram are in the private sector and not 
public employee positions. 

And, fifth, it provides immediate stim
ulus to our economy. 

Over 127,000 unfunded loan applica
tions now exist nationwide. In my State 
alone, for instance, there are over 3,000. 
Every State has the same situation 
existing, and this would be good for the 
economy. It would be good to help these 
low- and moderate-income people, and 
I hope the distinguished managers of the 
bill will accept this amendment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
quite familiar with the insured loan pro
gram and, on balance, it is a very good 
program. 

The committee, in its deliberations, 
saw fit to cut this section 502 program. 
Also at the same time we then had in 
mind a home ownership assistance pro
gram. Of course, since that time the 

home o\lmership assistance program has 
been deleted from the bill. 

Let me assure the distinguished Sena
tor from South Carolina that I am very, 
very sympathetic to the aims he has in 
mind, and I know that many of his col
leagues share some of his sentiment on 
this. I think I speak for the Senator 
from Oklahoma. 

We know there is strong sentiment for 
this section 502 program in this body, 
and we will try to reflect that when we 
go into conference with the House. 

We hope we will not be disappointing 
to the Senator from South Carolina be
cause there is a great deal of merit in
deed, in what he says. But I hope he will 
not press this at this time, but leave the 
matter, if he can so consider doing, to 
some negotiation between ourselves and 
the House when we go into conference. 
The House does have the higher figure, 
that the Senator from South Carolina 
is suggesting here. 

Mr. THURMOND. I understood that 
one reason why the amount was reduced 
by the committee was because it was ex
pecting that the home assistance pro
gram be passed. Since the Senate de
feated that tonight, it appears to me this 
might be in order to go forward with 
this amount, which is so helpful to these 
poor people. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Yes, there was a 
connection at least in our minds between 
section 502 insured loans and the home 
ownership assistance program. 

But I implore the Senator from South 
Carolina to give us some breathing room 
between our bill and the bill of the 
House. I repeat that I think we will do 
a good job for this program, one in which 
the Senator from South Carolina cah 
take great pride. 

The mere fact that he has raised this 
amendment with us puts a higher de
gree of obligation upon us as we go into 
conference. I know Senator BELLMON and 
I will certainly keep that in mind. 

Mr. THURMOND. Mr. President, 
would the distinguished Senator from 
Oklahoma express himself on this? 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, with
out taking undue time, let me simply 
say that I join the floor manager of the 
bill in the sentiments he has expressed, 
and we will do our best to look after the 
interests of this program when we get 
to conference. 

Mr. THURMOND. This is a very im
portant program, and again I repeat, it 
is to help these poor people in rural 
areas. If we do not help them, I do not 
know who is going to help them. They 
will go unhelped. 

I thank the distinguished Senator 
from Missouri and the distinguished 
Senator from Oklahoma for their as
surances on this matter. In view of those 
assurances, Mr. President, I will with
draw the amendment. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment is withdrawn. The bill is 
open to further amendment. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 387 

(Purpose: Additional support of ani~al 
health and disease program under sectwn 
1434 of Public Law 95-113). 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I have 
an amendment at the desk, which I ask 
be reported. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 
amendment will be stated. 

The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana. (Mr. MELCHER) 

proposes an unprinted amendment numbered 
387: 

On page 9, line 5, strike out "$38,023,000" 
and insert in lieu hereof "$33,023,000". 

On page 9, line 7, strike out "$13,023,000'' 
and insert in lieu thereof "$8,023,000". 

On page 9, line 15, after " 95-113" insert 
" $5,000,000 for the support of animal health 
and disease programs authorized by section 
1434 of Public Law 95-113,". 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, this is 
for a part of the animal health research 
authorization, specifically section 1434. 
· What we are interested in doing is en
hancing the capabilities of research in 
our veterinary colleges under this partic
ular section. 

One of the problems that we have not 
been successful in addressing involves 
not just large animals, not just farm 
animals, not just livestock or poultry, 
but one of the problems we have not been 
successful in addressing is whether or 
not we can have some control of preda
tors, such as feral dogs, through the 
means of birth control. 

I want to make it clear, in offering 
the amendment, that this is one of the 
types of programs that we have in mind 
in this particular section. I hope the 
managers of the bill can accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I believe we can. 
Senator BELLMON will speak for himself 
in a moment. 

As I understand the Senator, this adds 
no money to the bill. It transfers $5 mil
lion that was in the bill provided under 
Public Law 89-106 to section 1434 of the 
1977 farm bill. Is that correct? 

Mr. MELCHER. That is correct. 
Mr. EAGLETON. With that under

standing, I am willing to accept the 
amendment. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, let me 
inquire, the funds for this, to put it 
bluntly, are to strengthen veterinary 
medical programs of land-grant colleges; 
is that correct? 

Mr. MELCHER. The veterinary col
leges, that is correct, to provide for meet
ing special regional requirements. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I ap
preciate the need for strengthening the 
animal health programs of the country. 
I do not know how much additional help 
could realistically be used, and I am 
very happy to join in accepting this 
amendment. 

Mr. MELCHER. I thank the Senator. 
Mr. President, I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I yield back there
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. All re
maining time having been yielded back, 
the question is on agreeing to the 
amendment of the Senator from Mon
tana. 

The amendment <UP No. 387) was 
agreed to. 

UP AMENDMENT NO. 388 

(Purpose: To prohibit the use of funds by 
the Department of Agriculture to pay 
rent for inaccessible or inadequate office 
and parking space used by agency clien
tele in intercity areas) 
Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, I have 

a further amendment. 
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The PRESIDING OFFICER. The 

amendment will be stated. 
The legislative clerk read as follows: 
The Senator from Montana (Mr. MELCH

ER) proposes an unprinted amendment num
bered 388: 

On page 51, after line 19, insert a new 
section as follows: 

"SEc. 612. None of the funds made avail
able under this Act for the Department of 
Agriculture may be used by the Secretary 
of Agriculture to pay rent for county office 
space located in inner city areas that are 
inacceESible to agency clientele or without 
adequate parking space for farm vehicles, 
or both, as determined by the Secretary of 
Agriculture.". 

Mr. MELCHER. Mr. President, most 
of us with substantial agricultural ac
tivity in our State have had appeals 
from State and county officials in the 
Department of Agriculture to prevent 
the General Services Administration 
from forcing their offices into inner city 
locations. 

For several years the USDA has been 
colocating the Agricultural Stabilization 
and Conservation service (ASCS), the 
Farmers Home Administration, the Soil 
Conservation Service and Extension 
Service for convenience to farmers, gen
erally at the edge of county seat towns 
where there was plenty of parking for 
both cars and farm trucks. 

When producers come to town with a 
thousand bushel trailer of grain for the 
elevator, or a load of livestock, they of
ten want to stop at one of the county 
agricultural offices to pay a loan with 
the proceeds, to talk to their soil conser
vationist or their county agent. And they 
would like to do that without having 
to jockey a 50- to 65-foot tractor and 
trailer outfit through crowded city 
streets to a location where they have not 
got a chance to find curbside parking, 
or even to find a parking lot that can 
handle their rigs. 

In at least one instance in Illinois, 
trucks are barred from the streets where 
GSA is trying to put the county agricul
tural offices. 

This effort to cram county agricul
tural offices into inner cities is the con
sequence of some very dumb, bureau
cratic administration of Executive Order 
12072, directing that Federal offices be 
located in inner cities when possible, 
taking into consideration convenience of 
the clientele, which has not been done. 

As a result of the absurd situations 
which have arisen as GSA has crowded 
the farm offices into inner cities, a mem
orandum of understanding was drafted 
to be executed by GSA and the Depart
ment of Agriculture, but it has never 
been executed. It should not be so long 
as it contains a proviso that availability 
of parking shall not be a consideration 
in locating the offices. 

In my State, one mayor has objected to 
the traffic complications that would be 
created by inner city location of the 
farm offices and at least two other major 
cities are either going to have to bar farm 
trucks from inner city streets-so farm
ers cannot get to the county offices in 
farm vehicles at all-or face repeated 
traffic disruptions. 
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My amendment is intended to allow 
the Secretary of Agriculture, who knows 
something about farm vehicles and farm
er convenience in the location of offices, 
to lease up to 5,000 square feet of space 
for agricultural offices in the counties 
across the country instead of continuing 
to allow GSA to look for space for those 
offices on the top floor of the Empire 
State Building or equally inaccessible 
and inconvenient inner city locations. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I am 
not sure whether this is an appropriate 
way to remedy the problem, but I am in
clined to accept the amendment so we 
can give the matter further study be
tween now and the conference. 

There is some merit to what the sen
ator is suggesting. GSA and USDA could 
use some incentive to giving greater con
sideration of rural programmatic factors 
in reaching office location decisions. This 
may provide some impetus for GSA and 
USDA to give appropriate attention to 
this rna tter. 

We have to provide appropriate space 
for farmers' vehicles; but I would ask 
the Senator: What if a big combine came 
lumbering up? How many parking spaces 
do we have to have for combines at these 
offices? Or, did the Senator have in mind 
smaller vehicles? 

Mr. MELCHER. I had in mind smaller 
vehicles, like pickups and farm trucks. 

Mr. EAGLETON. I see. 
Mr. MELCHER. It is, of course, under 

the direction of the Secretary of Agri
culture, through the agencies, so they will 
not be unreasonable on what size vehi
cle would be provided parking spaces. 

Mr. BELLMON. Mr. President, I would 
agree that this seems to be, perhaps, an 
unusual way to solve what I feel is a very 
real problem. Sometimes the officials at 
GSA are not sufficiently aware of the 
problems that rural people have in find
ing these county offices in congested 
urban areas, or finding a place to park 
farm trucks, pickups, or tractors, and 
trailers, which very often farmers do 
drive when they go to see county offi
cials. 

So I am sympathetic to what the Sen
ator from Montana is attempting to ac
complish, and I hope in conference we 
will be able to work for the result he has 
in mind. I am glad to join in accepting 
the amendment. 

Mr. EAGLETON. Mr. President, I yield 
back the remainder of my time. 

Mr. MELCHER. I yield back the re
mainder of my time. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the amendment. 

The amendment (No. UP 388) was 
agreed to. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The bill 
is open to further amendment. If there 
is no further amendment to be proposed, 
the question is on the engrossment of 
the amendments and the third reading 
of the bill. 

The amendments were ordered to be 
engrossed, and the bill to be read a third 
time. 

The bill was read the third time. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

have the yeas and nays been ordered on 
passage? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. They have 
not been ordered. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask for the yeas and nays on passage. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
a sufficient second? There is a sufficient 
second. 

The yeas and nays were ordered. 

ROUTINE MORNING BUSINESS 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I ask unanimous consent that there now 
be a period for the transaction of rou
tine morning business of not to exceed 
15 minutes, with Senators permitted to 
speak therein up to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

VITAL JNITIATIVE OF UNITED 
STATES MUST BE COMPLETED 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, the 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
unanimously approved the text of the 
Convention on the Prevention and Pun
ishment of the Crime of Genocide in 
1948. Previous to signing the treaty in 
1948, the U.S. delegation acted with a 
definite sense of responsibility and 
urgency. 

They were aware that deplorable 
crimes of genocide had been committed 
in the past, and would continue to be 
committed in the future unless respon
sible action was taken by the interna
tional community. 

The U.S. delegation to the United Na
tions accepted and fulfilled their respon
sibility. 

It is unfortunate that the U.S. Senate 
has not brought to fruition their praise
worthy efforts. · 

Crimes of genocide are still a very real 
threat to national, racial, ethnical, and 
religious groups all over the world. They 
need the assurance that their right to 
exist will be protected. 

Certainly the U.S. Senate by not rati
fying the Genocide Convention is not 
indicating that it intends to approve or 
even tolerate any crime of genocide com
mitted against any of these groups. Yet, 
the United States is the only major 
country in the world that has not rati
fied the Genocide Convention. The vital 
role played bY the U.S. delegation to the 
United Nations seems to have been for 
nothing. 

Ratification of the Genocide Conven
tion by the Senate is an action that is 
definitely deserved and long overdue. I 
urge my distinguished colleagues to take 
the time to recall the delegation's at
tempt to insure that crimes of genocide 
would not be tolerated. I hope that in 
the very near future the Senate will 
complete their efforts which were initi
ated over 30 years ago. 

CURBING PARENTS WHO STEAL 
CHTI..J)REN 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, recently 
an article by Reynolds Dodson appeared 
in the Sunday, July 15, issue of 
Parade magazine regarding Senator 
WALLOP's bill to curb child-snatching. 
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The article describes in some detail 
the legislation which my friend and col
league, along with myself and 16 others, 
have introduced. This bill, S. 105, deals 
with a nightmarish practice aptly de
scribed by some as a form of child abuse. 
Mr. Dodson calls S. 105, the Parental 
Kidnapping Prevention Act of 1979: 

The most carefully constructed bill ever 
introduced in this area. Addressing itself 
foremost to the welfare of the victimized 
child, it also tries to take into account the 
feelings of aggrieved parents, the crazy-quilt 
pattern of states' rights concerning custody 
decisions, and the budget and manpower re
strictions of law enforcement agencies. 

Mr. President, S. 105 offers tremen
dous promise to thousands of children 
and their parents, who are, or may 
sometime be, the victims of child
snatching. I commend my very able 
friend, the senior 'Senator from Wyom
ing, for his sincere efforts to end this 
unfortunate situation and join him in 
his fight to expedite passage of this 
necessary piece of legislation. I ask 
unanimous consent that the article be 
printed in its entirety at this point in 
the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 

CURBING PARENTS WHO STEAL CHILDREN 

FEDS PREPARE TO CRACK DOWN ON FAMILY 
KIDNAPING 

(By Reynolds Dodson) 
It's called S. 105, and it could change the 

11 ves of thousands of Americans. 
Certainly it wlll change .the lives of Robert 

S. and his son Timmy, who have been living 
under assumed names in Phoenix, Ariz. It 
will also change the life of Robert's ox-wife 
Michele, who has not seen her son for two 
and a half years. 

It w111 change the life of Marie F., whose 
bitterness toward her ex-husband drove her 
to conceal their daughter for three years 1n 
half a dozen states; and it will change :the life 
of her ex-husband Blll, who has spent thou
sands of dollars tracking them. 

S. 105 is a new child-snatching blll cur
rently making its way through the U.S. Sen
ate. It would be the federal government':> 
first step into .the murky waters of parental 
kidnaping. 

Public pressure has been building for years. 
Parade published an article on child-snatch
ing on Oct. 16, 1977, attacking the loopholes 
in our legal system that has allowed thou
sands of children to disappear yearly with
out a whimper from law-enforcement au
thorities. Other magazines and TV shows 
have done likewise. But the problems are 
complex. Child-snatchings are "domestic af
fairs," and as such they elude the clear-cut 
evidential standards of guilt and innocence 
usually associated with criminal cases. 

introduced by sen. Malcolm Wallop (R .. 
Wyo.) and co-sponsored by 16 other Sena
tors, S. 105 is the most carefully constructed 
blll ever introduced in this area. Addressing 
itself foremost to the welfare of the victim
ized child, it also tries to take into account 
the feelings of aggrieved parents, the crazy
quilt pattern of states' rights concerning 
custody decisions, and the budget and man
power restrictions of law-enforcement 
agencies. 

The b1ll is divided into three parts. The first 
requires state courts to give "full faith o.nd 
credit" to custody decrees rendered by othe:.· 
state courts. At present, a parent can fiee With 
a child to another state and gain custody 
without .the consent of the other parent o;: 

regard to what the original home state's 
courts might have decreed. As one mother 
put it, "My ex-husband can steal my car, and 
they'll nab him anywhere. He can steal our 
child, and I have no place to turn." 

The second provision eJttends the author
ity of a Uttle-known agency ca.lled the Fed
eral Parent Locator Service (FPLS) to tra.ck 
down missing parents who ha.ve aibsconded 
with children. In the past, the FPLS has only 
been empowered .to search for runaway par
ents who have reneged on child support. 

Built on a complicated computer network 
providing information from the IRS, Social 
Security and other government ·branches, the 
FPLS has been able to collect more than a 
billion dollars a year in lost child support 
payments, thereby plugging one of the more 
gaptng holes in our welfare system. S. 105 
would empower !the FPLS to COIIlSider a miss
ing child With the same seriousness it now 
gives a missing support check. Presumably, 
unless a parent is willing to change his en
tire identity and live the life of an under
ground criminal, it Will be fairly hard to re
main hidden for long. 

Third-and perhaps most importanir-
S. 105 Will make it a federal misdemeanor for 
any "parent, relative or other person" to 
snatch or 'transport a child across state lines 
or to "restr.ain or conceal" a child from SJn
other parent. The maximum penalty can be 
six months in jail, $10,000, or both. 

And ·the FBI may enter the picture-which 
is where matters get sticky, for the FBI 
hSJS been reluctant to extend iltself into this 
tw1Ught area. 

An FBI source explains: "First, let's make 
it clear that the FBI does recognize the sed
ousness of parental kidnapping. It is an in
jurious, sometimes violent activity that 
causes grievous hurt to all parties concerned, 
particularly the children. 

"But this ls coming on the FBI at a time 
when we are facing severe cuts in budget a-nd 
manpower. We simply don't have the men 
and resources to involve ourselves in these 
thousands of cases. Parents who steal their 
own children may be the most dangerous 
fugitives of all. Convinced of their rightness, 
they are likely to have a "come-and-get-me
copper' attitude. These cases require time, 
prudence, money~and field agents." 

The sponsors of S. 105-working With law
yers, HEW ofllctals and concerned parent 
groups--have taken steps toward ameliorat
ing these problems. Senator Wallop says: "I 
have no intention of introducing legislaltion 
that can't be enforced. The FBI must be pro
vided with adequate means of handling these 
cases, and we intend to give it to them. If 
there was ever an appropriate role for the 
FBI, it's in the area of child-snatching. It's a 
problem that crosses st;ate lines, causes hu
man suffering, and involves abuse of inno
cents." 

Here 1n question-and-answer form are 
some other aspects of S. 105's operations: 

Q. How can the federal government en
force a child-snatching law when an esti
mated 70 percent of such acts occur before 
proper custody has been determined? 

A . .S. 105 provides that the "left-behind" 
J)arent will have 90 days to report the snatch 
to proper authorities and obtain a tempo
rary custody order through a state court. 
Only then will fedeml officials become in
volved. 

Q. If there are an estimated 25,000 or more 
child-snatchings ·a year, how can the FBI 
h'andle such a case load? 

A. The FBI is only a last resort . The first 
line of defense Will be local pollee and state
level oparent locator services. The second line 
of defense Will ·be the FPLS, which will have 
60 days to track down the fugitive . Only 
after that will the FBI be called in perhaps 
for just a few hundred cases a year. 

Q. What 1f the parent flees the country? 
A. S. 105 provides that child-snatching 

across international boundaries will be a 
federal misdemeanor, .a serious type of crime. 
Depending on treaty arrangements, the fugi
tive parent will usually be subject to extra
dition. 

Q. Will the law be retroactive? 
A. Not for past acts of child-snatching. 

However, since the law a.Iso forbids contin
ued restraint or concealment of a child, fu
gitive parents who rema.in in hiding can be 
charged with a federal crime. 

No one realistically expects that S. 105 
wlll magically end all child-snatchiong. But 
it is hoped that S. 105 Will a.ct as a deterrent 
and-perhaps equally important-that it will 
"raise the consciousness" of jurists and leg
islators. To steal a child is not to love him. 
At bottom, the act is one of selfishness. A 
child deserves access to both parents. That's 
why so many people hope Congress fulfills its 
duty. 

SENATOR RANDOLPH'S CONTRIBU
TIONS TO A SOUND NUCLEAR 
POLICY 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi

dent, on Tuesday the Senate passed the 
Nuclear Regulatory Commission au
thorization bill by an overwhelming vote 
of 97 to 1. Such a result reflects a~ bill 
that has undergone the closest possible 
scrutiny at every stop on the legislative 
trail. The process of building a con
sensus such as we saw demonstrated in 
the approval of the NRC bill is the first 
principle on which the Senate operates. 

I would be remiss if I did not take a 
moment to remark on the signal con
tributions of my distinguished colleague 
from West Virginia, JENNINGS RAN
DOLPH, to the process I have just de
scribed. In his capacity as chairman of 
the Committee on Environment and 
Public Works, he has played an integral 
part in the adjustments to our nuclear 
power policy necessitated by recent 
events, as has the ranking minority 
member of the committee, Senator 
STAFFORD. 

One facet of the chairman's contri
bution is his bill on nuclear waste dis
posal. The serious nature of the danger 
presented by excess nuclear waste is un
mistakaJble. Clearly, the United States 
must proceed to a fair and reasonable 
solution to this problem. With that goal 
in mind, Senator RANDOLPH has intro
du?ed S. 1521, the Nuclear Waste Regu
latiOn Act of 1979. This bill provides a 
framework for thorough discussion of 
the complex jurisdictional issues in
herent in the problem of nuclear waste 
disposal. 

In this particular area, and in the en
tire range of public policy issues involv
ing nuclear power, Senator RANDOLPH's 
efforts should be noted and appreciated. 
I once again commend him for his part 
in the consideration and passage of the 
NRC bill, and look forward to his con
tinued effort in this regard. 

MRS. LOUELLA DIRKSEN: 
A GALLANT LADY 

Mr. HELMS. Mr. President, the serv
ices in Washington today for Mrs. Ev
erett Dirksen marked not the end of this 
gallant lady's impact upon all who knew 
and loved her, but another beginning. It 
will be her immortality that she showed 



July 18, 1979 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- SENATE 19229 
us the real meaning of life, and the hope 
of salvation. 

I shall never forget my contacts with 
this great lady. Particularly do I remem
ber a very special occasion when she 
visited me in my o:ffice a few years ago. 
We talked of many things; she offered 
her help, and I gratefully accepted it. 

Mr. President, Louella Dirksen's life 
was a pursuit of service to her commu
nity and her Nation. As a member of the 
President's Committee on Aging, she 
worked to combat the problems of lone
iiness of millions of older Americans and 
was involved in making the "meals on 
wheels" program effective and national 
in scope. 

But perhaps her greatest commitment 
was to restore the right of schoolchildren 
to participate in voluntary prayer in 
public schools. It was in that connection 
that she came to my o:ffice. As chairman 
of Leadership Action's National Prayer 
Committee, she worked tirelessly in be
half of voluntary school prayer, which 
she described as "my husband's unfin
ished business." 

Prayer played an important role in the 
lives of Louella and Everett Dirksen. As 
I am sure some of my colleagues are 
aware, after 14 years in Congress, Con
gressman Dirksen began a 2-year fight 
against blindness; he resigned from o:ffice 
in 1946. Medical specialists could offer 
no scientific explanation for the restora
tion of his sight, but the Dirksens knew 
the answer-they credited it totally to 
prayer. 

Thereafter began Everett Dirksen's 
brilliant career in the Senate. 

Mr. President, Mrs. Helms and I ex
tend our deepest sympathy to Mrs. Dirk
sen's family and especially to her daugh
ter, Mrs. Howard Baker. At the same 
time, I would take note of the blessing 
that so many enjoyed-of loving Mrs. 
Dirksen and being loved by her. 

BUSING AND FUEL WASTE 
Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR. Mr. Presi

dent, few policies of the Federal Govern
ment have been more inequitable, divi
sive, and counterproductive than the 
compulsory busing of children to achieve 
artificial racial balances in the public 
schools. 

No firm evidence exists that measur
able educational advantage has accrued 
to students subjected of the enormous 
disruption which busing has wrought in 
hundreds of communities throughout 
the Nation. 

Today, moreover, compulsory busing 
is creating a new dimension of hardship 
in communities where it has been im
posed. Because of the skyrocketing price 
of fuel, busing has become more and 
more expensive, thereby diverting ·pre
cious school budget dollars from class
rooms to transportation. 

Not only is this consumption of huge 
amounts of fuel for racially motivated 
busing an unreasonable financial burden 
for the cities forced to carry it out-it 
also represents an indefensible waste of 
energy, 

The extent of the cost and waste in
volved was brought out in an article pub
lished in the July 9 edition of the Nor
folk Virginian-Pilot. Norfolk, Virginia's 

largest city, is under court order to bus 
pupils for racial balance. 

The article, written by reporter Jim 
Spencer, points.out that schoolbuses are 
designed for safety, not e:fficiency, and 
that they average only 5 miles a gallon 
on the road. Currently gasoline is ob
tained for schoolbuses in the Norfolk 
area for about 63 cents a gallon-a price 
which has been rising rapidly and obvi
ously will rise far higher in the imme
diate future. 

At present the cost of school trans
portation in Norfolk, a city of 287,000, 
is well over $3 million a year. 

In response to questions by Mr. Spen
cer, Norfolk school superintendent, 
Albert L. Ayars said this with reference 
to crosstown busing: 

The courts are going to have to reconsider 
it. Individual cases are going to force them 
to do so. 

Every time we can cut transportation by 
consolidating or making unitary schools 
without affecting the racial balance, we do. 

But before there can be any appreciable 
cut in school transportation there has to 
be a change in the philosophy of the federal 
government. 

Dr. Ayars stated that he does not ex
pect integration cases to be decided 
solely on the basis of transportation 
costs. 

In conversation with a member of my 
staff, Dr. Ayars pointed out that he per
sonally does not oppose busing to achieve 
racial balance. He was simply stating 
the facts as he saw them in his interview 
with Mr. Spencer. 

He estimated that approximately one
half of the entire school transportation 
budget for Norfolk-over $1.5 million 
and climbing-is imposed by court-or
dered busing for racial purposes. 

If this is the situation in Norfolk, one 
can well imagine the cost of court-im
posed busing in Detroit, more than four 
times as large as Norfolk, and in Boston, 
more than twice as large, both of which 
are compelled to conduct extensive 
cross-town busing. 

Nationally, the cost ·burden on com
munity school administrations must be 
staggering, as is the waste of hard-to
get fuel. 

Like Dr. Ayars, I do not expect busing 
cases to be decided on the basis of school 
transportation costs. 

Important though the waste of energy 
in busing is, it is not the chief wrong of 
this mistaken policy. The real damage is 
being done in the disruption of the lives 
of children, parents and whole com
munities. 

But I think we must understand that 
in addition to being a wrong-headed 
educational policy, busing is a waste of 
money and fuel. 

I ask unanimous consent that the text 
of the article from the Virginian-Pilot 
of July 9, "Costs for Busing Taxing 
Budgets," be printed in full at this point 
in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
as follows: 
[From the Virginian-Pilot, July 9, 1979] 

COSTS FOR BUSING TAXING BUDGETS 

(By Jim Spencer) 
Solid .and immense, school buses are yellow 

monsters sitting on six big wheels, sort of 
like rolling fortresses. 

Engineers designed them for safety, not 
efficiency. Nothing punctuates that more 
forcefully than the roar of a high-torque 
engine and the occasional grinding of gears. 
Off goes the bus to deliver the kids to school 
at the rate of five miles per gallon. 

Gas mileage isn't going to improve, say 
the people charged with administering school 
transportation in the Tidewater. Increasing 
pollution control may make it worse. Trans
portation budget increases are only a partial 
solution because of dwindling fuel supplies. 

Something will have to give soon. While 
area. school officials don't have consumption 
and cost data at their fingertips, they rec
ognize a grim trend. 

"Over the past several years transporta
tion budgets have tripled," Virginia Beach 
School Supt. E. E. Brickell said. "At this 
point we've had no problem getting gas. 
We've allowed for some fiexibility (about 12 
percent) in our budgets for fuel price in
creases. But if it just skyrockets, we'll have 
to move some money from other areas. We'll 
do our best not to go back to City Council 
for more money." 

How long they can hold out is not sure. 
Portsmouth, Virginia Beach, and Chesapeake 
school systems experienced a dozen price in
creases, adding 13 cents per gallon to the 
cost of gasoline, in the first half of 1979. 
Norfolk, which contracts out most of its 
school bus work to a private company, now 
pays a 12-cent-per-gallon fuel supplement 
on its contract. 

But at least for the next year, savings w111 
have to be realized through reduced service 
instead of design changes. 

"Road speed governors on buses cost in 
gas, but the safety factor is too important 
to do without them," Donald G. Travitz, 
transportation supervisor for Chesapeake's 
public schools, said. "Who wants a school 
bus carrying 60 kids traveling 60 miles per 
hour?" 

State specifications regulate the purchase 
of school buses. Those specifications were 
authorized before energy crises accompanied 
every upheaval in the Middle East. The em
phasis is on safety. The State Department 
of Education is exploring the use of diesel 
engines in school buses, a move which will 
add about $1,000 to the cost of each vehicle, 
but will increase gas mileage 60 percent. 

"It's been trial and error development up 
to now," said Ra.well A. Bynum, a supervisor 
in the department's transportation section. 
"By 1980 we expect the diesel to have gained 
more acceptance." 

Meanwhile, area school systems wrestle 
with the social and political fallout of re
duced service. 

"For every school bus we can eliminate from 
the fieet we save 2,000 gallons of gasoline a 
year," Travitz said. "But the public is de
manding more and more services. The prob
lem is reducing ( fieet size) and then facing 
the taxpayers." 

If no one else is willing to make the deci
sion to cur.tail services, the fuel distributors 
may do so simply by withholding supplies. 

"At this point (with an 80 percent citywide 
allocation) we haven't been affected by gas 
problems," T~avitz said. "But if they cut us 
back to 76 percent and stay with it for a year, 
there's no way we can continue to provide 
all the services we do." 

The short-term answers to the fuel crunch 
involve keeping school buses in top running 
condition and conserving wherever possible. 
State law mandates inspections every 30 days. 
Like most considerations these checks are 
required to ensure the safety of the vehicle. 
More and more, however, fuel economy comes 
into play. 

In the long run priorities will have to 
change to cut down the amount of money 
and fuel spent on school transportation. One 
primary area of concern is cross-town busing. 

"The courts are going to have to reconsider 
it," Norfolk School Supt. Albert L. Ayars said. 
"Individual (court) cases are going to force 
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them to do so." Ayars, however, doesn't fore
see integration cases being based solely on 
the cost of transportation. 

"Every time we can cut transportation by 
consolidating or making unitary (neighbor
hood) schools without effecting the racial 
balance, we do," Ayars said. As an example, 
he pointed to the consolidation of three spe
cial education schools into one. 

"But before there can be any appreciable 
cut in school transportation there has to be 
a. change in the (cross-town busing) philo
sophy of the federal government," he said. 

Right now, school transportation officials 
must be content with efficiency measures. 

Groping for ways to run their fleets more 
efficiently, ofticials in Virgins. Beach have pro
posed scheduling changes. To date, however, 
none of the proposals has been adopted. 

"We recommended increasing the walking 
distance requirement for students living close 
to schools," said Warren Littleton, director of 
transportation for the Virginia. Beach 
Schools. "They vary with the presence of side
walks and whether it's an elementary, junior 
high, or high school. 

"We also want to increase the distances be
tween bus stops, cutting out some stops, 
which would make some people have to walk 
a. little farther to catch the bus." 

Littleton and his staff worked up other sug
gestions, including using the smallest vehi
cle possible for each run, operating an empty 
bus only when absolutely necessary, and cut
ting down on warmup time. 

Portsmouth has reduced field trips to a 
60-mlle radius. Chesapeake is considering cut
ting its number of field trips and curta111ng 
extmcurricular activities. 

Idling buses burn gas. So next winter when 
Norfolk drivers are waiting for schoolchildren 
to board, they wm sit in one idling bus to 
share heat instead of running several. 

Norfolk's school bus service differs from 
Portsmouth, Chesapeake, and Virginia Beach 
because most of it is contracted to ARA 
Transportation. 

ARA uses 230 of its 267 buses for the Nor
folk Public Schools, Rae Klabenski said. Ms. 
Kla.benski oversees the $3.1-million Norfolk 
schools contract, which calls for the city to 
pay $17.55 per bus per trip. The cost per bus 
to get a load of students to school and home 
again is $35.10. 

In addition, the city must pay the differ
ence between the cost of gas and 50.45 cents 
per gallon, the price agreed upon in the 
contract. In May that difference amounted 
to 12.22 cents per gallon and a. total gas sup
plement expenditure for the month of 
$4,804.23. 

For its part, ARA this year began a. program 
of ~onitoring bus capacity once a. month, 
Ms. Klabenski said. In years past the moni
toring program to determine just how full 
each bus is was conducted only once a 
semester. 

"We combined routes where buses weren't 
running at capacity," Ms. Kla.benski said. 
"We dropped about 30 routes during April 
and May. The decline in student population 
contributed to that." 

Portsmouth's assistant school superin
tendent for general services, Horace Savage, 
explained that route-tightening doesn't work 
in his city. 

"It's standard procedure to combine 
routes, but we haven't found a lot of econ
omy in doing it, even though we do have a. 
declining enrollment. The routes are too 
spread out." 

Decllning enrollments are the rule around 
Tidewater, which could prove a. godsend in 
the face of dwindling fuel supplies and sky
rocketing prices. 

Virginia. Beach operates the area's largest 
fleet of school buses with 373 of its 416 ve
hicles on the road. Norfolk is next with 304 
(230 from ARA and 74 special education 
buses owned by the city) . Chesapeake runs 

188 of its 209 buses regularly, while Ports
mouth uses 110 buses. 

Some of these buses never will be parked 
as long as gas cari be gotten to fuel them. 

"We're required by law to provide services 
like buses for handicapped students," Harry 
Mayo, school plant fac111ties director in Nor
folk, said, "It's door to door. There's no way 
you can double up." 

In the opinion of many School Board mem
bers and politicians, there's no way you'd 
want to. But hard times are not far off be
cause school transportation isn't insulated 
from the kinds of fuel problems a.ffiicting the 
rest of the nation and probably not as well 
equipped to handle them. 

THE INDIAN AMBASSADOR SPEAKS 
Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, in Bombay 

on December 28, 1978, Nani A. Palkhi
vala, who recently departed Washington 
where he has served superbly as India's 
Ambassador to the United States, gave a 
public lecture in which he commented 
on life and politics in both the United 
States and India. His remarks were so 
perceptive and his conclusions so full of 
wisdom, that I would like to bring them 
to the attention of my colleagues. 

My colleagues will be particularly in
terested in Ambassador Palkhivala's ob
servations about American politicians 
when he observes: 

However, I am struck by the fact that most 
of the persons in political life in the United 
States are hardworking and professionally 
qualified individuals who would be ar·le to 
earn a comfortable living for themselves if 
they were not in politics. Quite a few of 
them are men of great abillty and wide vision. 
And the other remarkable feature about 
American politics is that the majority of 
Governors and Congressmen are in their 
thirties or forties or early fifties. The average 
age of members of the House of Representa
tives is 48.8 years, and that of members of 
the Senate is 52.7-while the average span 
of life is 75 years in :the United States. It 
would open a new chapter in India's democ
racy when younger people, with well
equipped minds and able to have a bright 
career outside politics., take to public llfe as 
a matter of national service. 

I ask unanimous consent that Ambas
sador Palkhivala's lecture be printed in 
the RECORD at this point. 

There being no objection, the address 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD, 
M follows: 

MY EXPERIENCES AS AN AMBASSADOR 

(By Nani tA. Pa.lkhiva.la) 
I am lucky enough to be able to come 

back alive to report my experiences as an 
emissary to a foreign country. My forerunneil.'s 
in the diplomatic profession, as history re
cords, did not always have the pleasure of 
returning to their motherland. In the early 
stages of history when human beings were 
cannibals, a. tribe would send an emissary 
to another tribe with which it was at Wa.il.'. 
Frequently the emissary was unable to de
liver the message, because he was eaten be
fore he could deliver it. With the passage 
of time there was an improvement and the 
message was first allowed to be communi
cated before the envoy was eaten. But this 
was not much of an improvement from the 
view-point of the envoy himself. 

The qualifications which are today con
sidered essential in a diplomat are different 
from those which prevailed in earlier times. 
The mother of Empress Catherine of Russia. 
advised Frederick the Great to choose as his 
Ambassador to St. Petersburg a handsome 

young man with a good complexion; while a 
capacity for absorbing large quantities of 
intoxicating liquor was considered to be a. 
qualification for an envoy to Holland or the 
German Courts. If such an ambassador had 
been recounting his experiences to you, I am 
sure you would find them much more inter
esting. But I am afil.'aid, having regard to 
our mores and our prohibition policy, you 
will have to be content with such dry experi
ences as I am in a position to recount 
faithfully. 

It has been my great good luck to have the 
honour of representing India. in the Unl ted 
States in the crucial year 1978. As Lord 
Buckmaster observed, there is a dust which 
follows the flying feet of the years and that 
prevents us from seeing clearly the events to 
which we are very close. This explains why 
most of us do not realize that since the end 
of the Second World War in 1945, no other 
year has been packed with so much historical 
signific81nce as the year 1978. It witnessed a 
powerful move in China. towards liberaliza
tion, and also the Sino-Japan Treaty, and the 
U.S.-China Joint Communique under which 
the Government of the Mainland of China 
has been recognized and the Government of 
Taiwan re-recognized by the United States. 
History alone can decide whether the U.S. 
played the China card or China played the 
U.S.ca.il.'d. 

Going a little westwards, 1978 saw signifi
cant developments in the "valuable and vul
nerable tria.ngle" formed by Kabul, Ankara 
and Addis Ababa. Afghanistan, Iran and Tur
key have gone through political develop
ments which are likely to change the course 
of history in the whole region. 1978 was also 
the year of the Camp David Summit which, 
while it failed to bring about a peace treaty, 
at least brought about peace, between Egypt 
and Israel. The year was marked by changes 
of great moment in Angola., Ethiopia and 
Southern Africa.. For good measure, it also 
witnessed the election of the first non-ItaJ.ian 
Pope after 450 years, the first Pope ever from 
::1. communist country. 

1978 was the year of President Carter's visit 
to India and Prime Minister Morarji Desai's 
visit to the United States-the trips that 
have done so much to consolldwte friendship 
between the most powerful and the most 
populous democracies. President Carter was 
vastly impressed by what he saw during his 
all-to-brief visit to India. When Hubert Hum
phrey died last year there was one quotation 
in President Carter's trlbute to the great Sen
ator, and that was what he had read at the 
Gandhi Sa.madhi in Delhi. The words he 
quoted (which are inscribed wt the Sama.dhi) 
enumerate the Seven Deadly Sins according 
to Mahatma. Gandhi: 

"Commerce without ethics; 
Knowledge without character; 
Pleasure without conscience; 
Politics without principle; 
Science without humanity; 
Wealth without work; 
Worship without sacrifice." 

If these are the seven deadly sins, Hubert 
Humphrey was a sinless man. Again, at a 
reception at the White House to inaugurate 
the Martin Luther King Centre, President 
Carter referre~ to Mahatma Gandhi and 
pointed out that it was Mahatma Gandhi's 
teachings which had the greatest influence 
on Martin Luther King whose ceaseless strug
gle so drastically changed American society. 

When Prime Minister Morarji Desai came 
to the United States, he addressed large 
meetings of Indians in New York, Washing
ton and San Francisco. Indians who have 
been settled in the United States for some 
decades were unanimously of the view that 
these were the largest meetings of Indians 
ever held in America.. 

For the United States itself, 1978 has been 
£', very significant year. One important event 
was the Panama Canal Treaty whereunder 
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the United States voluntarily relinquished 
its sovereignty over the Canal. The year saw 
the distressing decline of the dollar, which 
resulted in the unassuming Indian Rupee 
becoming a more stable currency in the 
world markets than the once almighty dollar. 
The fall of the dollar is a matter of deep con
cern for the whole world, because it is still 
true to some extent that if the United States 
sneezes the rest of the world catches pneu
monia, such being the impact of the giant 
American economy on financial and indus
trial trends the world over. The other im
portant domestic event in the United States 
was the revolt of taxpayers. Howard Jarvis 
who is 75 years old had been treated for the 
last 16 years as a right-wing nut who kept 
on crying in the wilderness for a cut in taxa
tion. But in June last year, Jarvis had his 
hour of triumph. In the State of California 
he proposed what has now become world
famous as Proposition 13 which aimed at 
cutting property ta.Jf by 60%. No less than 
two-thirds of the votes were cast in favour 
of that Proposition. Sixteen other States of 
U.S.A. have, on referendum and initiative, 
put the proposal for tax cut to vote, and 12 
out of the 16 have voted in favour of drastic 
tax cuts. Mr. Howard Jarvis's popular ap
peal lies in the growing consciousness that 
while death and taxes are inevitable, being 
taxed to death is not. 

In the political life of India, 1978 con
firmed Murphy's Law, "If anything can go 
wrong, it will", and exemplified Trotsky's 
remark about the bad luck of 20th century 
people who wish for quiet lives. 

THE UNITED STATES · AND ITS CITIZENS 

I have been to 34 out of the 50 States 
which comprise the U.S.A. That country is 
so richly endowed by nature, and varied re
sources have been so prodigally gifted to it, 
that after coming here you almost cease to 
believe that there is justice in heaven. The 
country has almost three times the area of 
India and one-third of our population. By 
and large, the Americans are a very friendly 
and warm-hearted people and have a great 
sense of justice and fairness. It is America's 
basic friendliness whic,h has made the 
300,000 Indians who are settled there so 
happy and comfortable. Naturally, as in any 
other country, you do have cases of injustice 
perpetrated in America, but no one is more 
critical of such injustice than the Amer
icans themselves. And the Americans are 
large-hearted to a fault. There is a great 
tradition in the United States of private 
giving for public purposes. Their univer
sities are the richest under the sun. The 
Americans support all institutions which 
aim at anything higher or nobler, either in 
theory or in practice. I have seen Indian 
Ashrams and Yoga Centres fiourish in the 
United States to an extent unparalleled 
anywhere else. 

The Americans have a wonderful sense of 
humour too. The politicians do not exhibit 
in public any sense of self-importance. In 
fact, they cannot afford to. They would be 
just lacerated by the press as soon as they 
start showing any sense of egoism. When I 
went to visit a Congressman in his Chambers 
on Capitol Hill, I found the walls of the 
ante-room covered with cartoons mercilessly 
making fun of himself. The legislators there 
can laugh at themselves and at one another. 
Congressmen never speak of the Congress 
as supreme. They know that the Congress is 
a creature of the Constitution and it is 
only the Constitution that is supreme. 

The United States is one colossal monu
ment to the spirit of private initiative. Its 
pre-eminence is in the field of technology. 
Forty per cent of the world's research is car
ried out in the United States, and the rest of 
the world (including Grea-t Britain, France, 
Germany and Japan) share the remaining 
60%. Ten years ago, as much as 60 % of 
the world's research was conducted in the 

United States. The Americans are dissatis
fied with their 40 % share of the world's re
search and want to regain their preeminent 
position of a commanding 60 % ! Such is the 
pride of the people in their own country. $29 
billion is spent every year on scientific re
search conducted by the Government, the 
Universities and the 'business houses. $29 
billion is equivalent to more than Rs. 24,000 
crores. Sixty thousand to 70,000 patents are 
issued in the United States every year. What 
we in India have to learn is that in many 
areas technology does not reduce the number 
of jobs but merely reduces drudgery. 

A typical example of the incredible strides 
made by technology is provided by the world
famous newspaper Wall Street Journal. At 
Palo Alto pages are set in type, then scanned 
by an optical scanner alld converted into 
electronic impulses. The impulses are 
beamed out into space, at a rate of 300,000 
bits of information per second. They are 
beamed out to a satelllte which is 22,300 
miles above the earth and whose speed of 
rotation synchronizes with that of the earth. 
The satellite's transmissions or signals are 
received in other cities. The whole process 
takes just three and a half minutes, and then 
ten minutes to convert the pages from film 
to metal. The paper is printed in a dozen 
different cities from the Atlantic to the 
Pacific. 

Technology is, of coume not always to the 
good. I h'ave delivered speeches in some build
ings which did not have a single window; for 
exa-mple, the building of the City College in 
New York does not have a single aperture 
for letting light ln. These buildings were 
constructed at a time when oil was che81p 
ra.nd having the building fully lighted and 
air-conditioned presented no financial prob
lem. I 'aSked the Dean at the City College 
what would happen if electricity failed and 
the building was plunged into darkness. He 
said that they would have to give the day 
off to the students. Another amusing exam
ple of the drwwbacks of too much technol
ogy is provided by the case of a couple who 
checked in to a. modern hotel at Detroit and 
asked for a 7 A.M. wa.ke-up call. The hus
band, having got up early, dialed the hotel 
switch-board to cancel the alarm call. The 
reply was, "Sorry, Sir, your call is in the 
computer and there is no way to get it out 
now." 

Signs of intellectual ferment a~re writ large 
all over the United States. Forty-five thou
sand books are published in that country 
every year. This means that, leaving aside 
week-ends and holiday seasons, about 200 
books are published per day. They range 
from utter trash to enduring contributions to 
human thought. 

The national sport of the Americans is no 
longer football, baseball or basketball. It is 
law and litigation. There are 467,000 lawyers 
in the United States. The glut of lawyers is 
partly responsible for the fact that no less 
than seven million suits were filed last year
suits by all kinds of people for all kinds of 
redress. A former student is seeking $853,000 
in damages from the University of Michigan, 
in part for the mental anguish he says he 
suffered after being given a "D" grade rather 
than the "A" he expected in an advanced 
German course. A young mother seeks 
$500,000 in damages from officials on Long 
Island for preventing her from breast-feeding 
her infant beside a community wading pool. 
A 24-year-old Colorado man is suing his par
ents for $350,000, charging that they gave 
him inhuman treatment and inadequate care 
as a child, making it impossible for him to 
fit into society as an adult. A 41-year-old 
California man, upset at a girl failing to keep 
an appointment, unsuccessfully sued his 
would-be companion for $38 to compensate 
him for sprucing up and driving 40 miles for 
nothing. It was lawyers who encouraged mal
practice sults, and now the lawyers are holst 
with their own petard. According to a reason-

able estimate, one lawyer out of every ten is 
either sued or threatened with a suit by his 
client for negligence or malpractice. A de
lightful cartoon showed a sorely tried father 
telling his recalcitrant child: "What? If I 
make you drink your milk, you'll SUE me?" 

SOME COMMON PROBLEMS OF INDIA AND 
THE UNITED STATES 

Essentially human frailties and weaknesses 
are the same the world over. Man is the 
same trousered ape, whether he is fn Delhi 
or in Detroit, whether he trudges barefoot 
on dusty roads or files at 600 miles an hour. 
Whichever degree of latitude or longitude 
you traverse, and whether the man is in 
dhoti or in blue jeans, he is the same selfish, 
falllble creature with his irresisti'ble impulse 
to put his personal or sectional interest 
above the national interest. No wonder the 
State has to control the anti-social impulses 
of its citizens. Unfortunately, nothing prolif
erates so rapidly and so inexorably as bu
reaucracy; and an ever-growing civil service 
has become a major problem in the United 
States as it has in India.. Dr. Moynihan, who 
was formerly the U.S. Ambassador to India, 
recently described the U.S. bureaucracy as 
"a pea-brained dinosaur." You find on many 
occasions that the bureaucracy in the United 
States, as in India, has more information 
than knowledge, more knowledge than wis
dom, and more intelligence than imagina
tion. Washington, D.C., has been called "the 
malfunction junction"; and I can name an
other city which deserves the title equally 
well. Having worked with government offi
cials for more than a year I have no doubt 
that the government has at its disposal fan
tastic human resources-a larger pool of 
talent, expertise and dedication than the 
private sector or any other segment of so
ciety. But unfortunately there is something 
in the structure or system of a bureaucratic 
setup which prevents the highly gifted mem
bers of the civil service from giving their 
best to their country. Happy is the nation 
which can have civil servants without the 
bureaucracy I 

President Harry Truman used to remark 
wryly that a President has to learn that he 
could give all the orders he pleased, but the 
Federal bureaucracy would not .budge. When 
Jimmy Carter was campaigning for the 
:Presidentship in October 1976 he said that 
his Administration would provide "incentives 
to individua:ls who saved the government 
money". He was referring to a dedicated civil 
servant, Ernest Fitzgerald who was fired in 
1969 after revealing $2 billion in cost over
runs associated with the purchase of a cer
tain plane ·by the Government. However, 
Fitzgerald, who sued successfully to get back 
his job as civilian cost-cutting expert for the 
Air Force, finds it difficult even now to suc
ceed in his fresh endeavours to save the Gov
ernment money. If the Fitzgerald case proves 
anything, it is that Hyman Rickover was 
only too right when he said, "If you must 
sin, sin against God, not against the bu
reaucracy. God may forgive you, but the bu-
reaucra..cy never will." • 

In the United States, as in India, you hear 
constant complaints about excessive regula
tion and control. A well researched recent 
article in Newsweek disclosed some mind
boggling facts. There are now no fewer than 
87 Federal entities that regulate U.S. busi
ness, and to complete the 4,400 different 
forms they dispense requires 143 million 
man-hours of executive and clerical effort 
each yea·r. The regulators are proposing so 
many new rules that the Federal Register 
has ballooned in size to nearly 70,000 pages 
annually. Companies complain that many 
of the rules are simply unnecessary. One 
agency often requests information already 
on file with another, and at times rulings 
or one regulator conflict with another's. The 
biggest complaint against regulation, how-
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ever, is its sheer cost. Murray Weidenbaum 
of the Center for the Study of American Busi
ness at Washington University estimates the 
total annual blll at $103 blllion. At Gen
eral Motors, for example, more than 20,000 
full-time employees work solely on govern
ment regulations. Hospitals are hard hit: 
in New York State, one-fourth of a patient';; 
blll is attributed to the expense of satisfy
ing rules of 164 government agencies. How
ever, President Carter has succeeded in re
ducing federally mandated paperwork by 12 
percent. 

Bureaucracy is the same world over. Dr. 
Azlz Bindari blames the "catastrophic situa
tion" in Egypt on the bureaucracy. "It's the 
country's fourth great pyramid. It guarantees 
societal inertia.." 

Among American politicians as a.mong In
dian politicians, there are some who are 
demagogues and some who make impossible 
promises to the electorate. In the elections 
held last November one of the candidates 
campaigning for a. legislative seat promised 
that if he were elected he would establish 
schools that would produce "Beethovens and 
Einsteins". He did not realize that many par
ents would be quite content if their children 
learned to spell Beethoven correctly. An
other politician campaigned for the Gover
norship of Wisconsin State on the slogan 
that the Federal Government at Washington 
has only three duties: "Deliver the mail, de
fend the shores, and get the hell out of my 
life." 

Sometimes when you feel distressed that 
persons with a. proven record of public 
wrong-doing are elected to our Parliament, 
you may take some consolation from the fact 
that five members, who had been accused or 
convicted of mail fraud, misappropriation of 
government funds and other types of public 
wrong-doing, were re-elected to the U.S. Con
gress in the elections last November. 

However, I am struck by the fact that most 
of the persons in political life in the United 
States are hardworking and professionally 
qualified individuals who would be able to 
earn a. comfortable living for themselves if 
they were not in politics. Quite a few of 
them are men of great ability and wide 
vision. And the other remarkable feature 
about American politics is that the majority 
of Governors and Congressmen are in their 
thirties or forties or early fifties. The average 
age of members of the House of Representa
tives is 48.8 years, and that of members of the 
Senate is 52.7-while the average span of 
life is 75 years in the United States. It would 
open a. new chapter in India's democracy 
when younger people with well-equipped 
minds and able to have a. bright career out
side politics, take to public life as a. matter 
of national service. 

INDIANS IN AMERICA 

There are 25 mlllion people of Indian 
origin settled in different foreign countries. 
Beyond question, the largest concentration 
of Indian talent is in the United States. Out
standing Indian scientists expressed to me 
their wlllingness to come and work in India, 
even on a. fraction of their large emoluments 
in the U.S.A., provided they would be allowed 
to work without political interference and 
bUil'ea.ucra.tic control. We have been remiss in 
not showing due appreciation for the life
work of our great men who reside abroad. 
They, who have won world renown, should 
be invited here as State guests and publicly 
honoured. In our obsessive preoccupation 
with politics we h-ave been neglectful of our 
men of genius who are transforming thought 
or enriching human life in the United 
Sta.tes-Dr. Harggobind Khora.na and Zubln 
Mehta., Professor Sudarshan and Professor 
Chandrashekhar, to name only a. few. Dr. 
K.hora.na. has already received the Nobel 
Prize, Professor Suda.rshan was nominated 
last year for the Nobel Prize. Zubin Mehta. is 
acclaimed as one of the greatest con~uctors. 

Professor Cha.ndrashekhar is widely regarded 
as one of the finest mathematical intellects 
of our time. There are more than a dozen 
Indians settled in the United States who have 
reached the highest pinnacle of world fame 
in their own walk of life. We need to be re
minded that heads go where hearts gQ---Ithey 
go where they feel they are wanted. We have 
never done enough by way of grateful recog
nition for those who have brought lustre to 
our country. At Austin in Texas State Dr. 
Swa.desh Me.hajan told me about brilliant 
Indian scientists working on the problem of 
fusion who are willing to come from the 
United States to work in the country which 
gave them ·birth. Fusion will probably be the 
most important source of energy in the next 
century. Dr. Mahajan has already submitted 
a. memorandum to the Government of India. 
expressing his and his colleagues' willingness 
to pursue their research in India. under con
ditions of freedom. They are still awaiting a. 
governmental reaction to their offer. 

There are other Indians in the United 
States who are well settled and would not 
like to change their domicile, but who are 
willing to give a. slice of their life to their 
motherland. They are willing to spend a. 
month or two periodically in India. when they 
can make a gift of their knowledge, research 
and expertise to their countrymen. The gift 
of knowledge is the greatest gift a. human 
being can confer upon his fellowmen. I am 
afraid our response is not a.t all as positive 
as it should be to such partriotic spirits. 
THE IMPORTANCE OF INDIA IN WORLD AFFAmS 

I have ardent hope and invincible faith as 
far as the future of India. is concerned. The·re 
is a. close para.llel between our history as a. 
republic and the early history of the United 
States. We are only 29 years old as a republic. 
And we are going through experiences which 
the United States went through when it was 
in its twenties. In the United States the 
party which was in power and which ha.d 
suppressed all criticism of the government 
called for elections in the year 1800. That 
party was swept out of office by the voters 
and a. new party came to power which re
stored all the freedoms to· the people. India. 
is poor and illiterate. So was the United 
States in its twenties. The country which 
counted for little around 1800 triumphed 
over poverty and illiteracy and is today the 
most powerful nation on earth. With the 
genes of our people evolved over 5,000 years 
of civlllzation, we are capable of doing no 
less. All over the United States-from the 
Boeing workshop in Seattle to Texas Instru
ments in Dallas, to the Institute of Tech
nology a.t Massachusetts-Indian talent is 
employed a.lld the men in charge expressed 
to me their gratitude to India for giving them 
such remarkable human resources. Indian 
physicians, surgeons, scientists, engineers 
and professors in various disciplines have 
proved themselves to be as good as those 
coming from any other country. Surely some
thing is basically wrong with our economic 
philosophy and political ideology if Indians 
are able to enrich foreign countries but are 
not allowed to solve the problem of poverty 
a.t home. 

Viewed from the right perspective, even 
our poverty can be harnessed as a. tremen
dous driving force in fulfilling great national 
purposes. Let us never forget that while 
several civllizations have perished through 
amuence, no civilization has ever died of 
adversity. 

We Indians seem to be hardly aware of the 
momentous destiny which we are called upon 
to fulfil. Having more than one-seventh of 
the world's population, we constitute almost 
half of the free world: when human rights 
were restored by the present Government 
after the end of the Emergency, the num
ber of free people in the world doubled. India 
is the standard-bearer of freedom-it ful
fils this role in relation to the Third World 

as the United States does in relation to the 
First. 

The importance of India in world affairs is 
now more widely recognized than ever be
fore. The Report submitted last Aug.ust by 
the Committee on International Relations 
to the U.S. Congress mentions that India has 
"finally achieved the ascendancy that had 
long eluded it" and that India. has emerged 
as "a significant economic and military 
power as well a.s the dominant power in the 
sub-continent". Professor Rostov of the Uni
versity of Texas at Austin has expressed his 
conviction that the most important phe
nomenon of the post-war era. is the survival 
of the Indian democracy. The English his·· 
torian, E. P. Thompson, has said, "India is 
not an important, but perhaps the most im
portant country for the future of the world. 
All the convergent influences of the world 
run through this society: Hindu, Moslem, 
Christian, secular, Stalinist, liberal, Maoist, 
democratic socialist, Ga.ndhian. There is not 
a thought that is being thought in the West 
or East which is not active in some Indian 
mind. If that sub-continent should be rolled 
up into authoritarianism-if that varied in
telligence and creativity should disappear 
into conformist darkness--then it would be 
one of the greatest defeats in the human 
record, sealing the defeat of a penumbra of 
other Asiatic nations." 

THREE CONCLUSIONS 

Many months' stay abroad has made me 
reach three basic conclusions. 

First, the innate intelligence and inborn 
skills of Indians are so great that India. can 
reach the top-if only we can have educa
tion, organization and discipline. It is no 
doubt a. very big "if". India has today the 
third largest force of scientists and engineers 
in the world, the first being the United 
States and the second the Soviet Union. We 
have this achievement to our credit while 
two-thirds of our people are stlll llliterate. 
Consider what will be the tremendous scien
tific and industrial strength of this country 
when education spreads and the populace 
becomes literate. What heights can we not 
reach when the entire human potential of 
our country is deployed and each citizen 
recognizes his duty as a. nation-builder! 

It is organization which enables any enter
prise or nation to put its talent and man
power to the maximum advantage. At the 
Cessna Aircraft factory at Wichita in Kansas 
State I met a couple of Indian technicians 
who have migrated after having been em· 
played in the Hindustan Aeronautics factory 
at Bangalore. They told me that 10,000 
workers are employed in the Cessna. factory 
and they produce 5,000 planes a year; while 
35,000 workers are employed in the Hindu
stan Aeronautics factory and they produce 
500 planes a. year. They assured me that the 
level of talent and sklll was as high at Banga
lore as it was at Wichita. and that the plant 
a.t Ba.nga.lore was as good. The difference in 
output is largely due to the absence of com· 
petition at Ba.ngalore and the absence of 
business organization of the type which pre
vails in first-class American corporations. 
Organization is the one facet of business 
management which is continuously kept 
under review in the United States. On a.n 
average, a significant organizational change 
takes place once in four years in dynamic 
U.S. corporations. Most enterprises in India 
have yet to learn the art and science of 
management. 

The sad feature of the post-Emergency era 
is the lack of discipline. It is agonizing to 
read about the acts of violence after the re· 
birth of freedom. We need to be reminded 
again and again of the great saying of Ma
hatma Gandhi that non-violence is the law 
of human beings, even as violence is the law 
of the brute. Our fledgling democracy has 
had a very narrow escape. Let us not tempt 
the fates again. Good fortune may not come 
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our way as it did in January 1977 when gen
eral elections were announced. It is the duty 
of each citizen not only to observe discipline 
himself but to inculcate it in the people 
around him. The citizens of Bombay will re
member the visit of the Pope several years 
ago. There were crowds of more than 100,000 
people and yet how totally disciplined they 
were! Look at our Armed Forces,-as disci
pllned as any in the world. This shows that 
we are as capable of total discipline as any 
other people but, cs is shown by the traffic 
on our roads, we have grown accustomed to 
a sloppy way of behaviour and accept it as a 
fact of Indian life. This acceptance of indis
cipline is even more disastrous than indisci
pline itself. 

My second conclusion is that we must get 
away from the fallacy of "the political solu
billty of all problems." It is this fallacy that 
makes people willingly countenance unlim
ited extension of State power which, as Ma
hatma Gandhi repeatedly observed, is 
fraught with the greatest mischief. The free
dom of the subject is the silence of the laws. 

Third as the late Dr. E. F. Schumacher 
pointed' out in his posthumous book "A 
Guide for the Perplexed", the western man 
has become rich in means and poor in ends. 
The ancient wisdom of India has steadfastly 
maintained that man's happiness is to move 
higher, to develop his highest faculties, to 
gain knowledge of the highest things and, if 
possible, to see God. The modern experiment 
of living without faith has failed. Goethe 
said, "Epochs of faith are epochs of fruitful
ness; but epochs of unbelief, however glitter
ing, are barren of all permanent good." The 
modern man, despite all his comforts and 
conveniences, is still perplexed. He cannot 
call home the heart to quietness, because his 
spirit is not in tune with the Infinite and 
his is troubled by-

"The restless throbbings and burnings 
That hope unsatisfied brings, 

The weary longings and yearnings 
For the mystical better things." 

The greatest force in the world is love,
and there has never been, and never will be, 
a substitute for it. From a failure to rea.Uze 
this elemental truth, stems the feeling of 
rootlessness and loneliness in modern society. 

Dr. Schumacher's thesis is that one must 
develop the neglected art of learning to know 
oneself: "The cultivation of self-knowledge 
has fa.llen into virtually total neg'lect, ex
cept, that is, where it is the object of active 
suppression. That you cannot love your 
neighbour unless you love yourself; that you 
cannot understand your neighbour unless 
you understand yourself; that there can be 
no knowledge of the 'invisible person' who 
is your neighbour except on the basis of 
self-knowledge--these fundamental truths 
have been forgotten even by many of the 
professionals in the established religions." 

"We see all sights from pole to pole 
And glance and nod and bustle by, 

And never once possess our soul 
Before we die." 

In the ca.se of every soul, however troubled, 
:~;estoration can come only from within. This 
is the lesson taught by the great Indian 
sages, from the nameless ones who lived in 
the twilight of history to Sri Aurobindo. It 
is the one lesson which we do not remember 
but which we will never wholly forget. There 
is still hope for India, and for the world, 
if we relearn this lesson today. 

CAPTIVE NATIONS WEEK 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, on the 
occasion of Captive Nations Week each 
year, it is appropriate that we should 
express in the Senate our continuing 

concern for the millions of people who 
are denied national self-determination, 
who live under imposed foreign rule and 
whose natural rights to self-expression 
and political, cultural and religious lib
erty are severely restricted. 

While international pressures for 
human rights have mounted, only small 
progress has been made. Indeed, repres
sion of dissidents and activists, both na
tionalists and others, has become more 
acute in some countries and there has 
been little movement toward self-deter
mination. 

It is important that those who stru~gle 
for their rights should know that those 
of us who live in freedom are sympathetic 
to them and will use our influence in 
their behalf. We recognize a moral re
sponsibility to work toward the end that 
freedom will come one day to all the 
peoples on this planet. 

WINDFALL PROFITS 
Mr. WALLOP. Mr. President, in recent 

weeks and in the months ahead, we will 
hear a great deal of discussion about 
"windfall profits" and the need for a tax 
on oil companies. It should be made clear 
that the so-called windfall profits tax 
has nothing to do with profits. As an 
excise tax, the President's proposal would 
levy a tax on oil producing companies 
whether they are making a profit or not. 

The Senate and the country should be 
aware that the tax is on domestic oil pro
duction, and will have the effect of re
ducing domestic oil production by some 
700,000 barrels per day by 1985. The bill 
now being considered by Congress should 
be entitled the "Domestic Crude Oil Pro
duction Tax Act of 1979." During the 
desperate search for evidence of the exis
tence of windfall profits in the oil indus
try, I hope that my colleagues and the 
Nation will take note of the instances of 
windfall losses occurring in the oil and 
gas industry. Windfall losses occur most 
often for the independent producers and 
wildcat drillers who derive their income 
solely from oil production. Their wild
cat wells are no longer finding oil at 
4,000 to 6,000 feet. Wildcat wells are 
now being drilled to depths in excess of 
15,000 and even 20,000 feet to find and 
retrieve domestic oil. Recently the 
deepest well drilled in the Rocky Moun
tain region went to a depth of 25,764 feet 
at a cost of $15.5 million. The capital 
requirements for exploration are only in
creasing, as do the chances of ·a wind
fall loss. 

Recently, Senator BAucus and I held a 
Finance Committee hearing in Casper, 
Wyo., and heard testimony from several 
independent oil producers on the effects 
of the proposed oil excise tax. 

The testimony from oil company, 
Rainbow Resources, gives a good indica
tion of how independent oil companies 
reinvest profits in exploration and pro
duction of domestic oil. I request unani
mous consent to have testimony of Mr. 
Don Carpenter and Marvin Keller 
printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the state
ment was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follOWS: 

STATEMENT ON "WINDFALL PROFITS" 

(By Don G. Carpenter & Marvin A. Keller) 
My na.me is Don Carpenter. I am an inde

pendent geologist. I am the immediate past 
president of the Petroleum Association of 
Wyoming. Until April of 1979 I served as 
President and CEO of Rainbow Resources, 
Inc., which was operated as an independent 
publicly owned OU and Gas Company from 
February 1970 through August of 1978. 

Although I a.dmit to being somewhat rusty 
as a geologist I have found, over the years, 
that such a title avoids the almost immedi
ate hostility one experiences when identify
ing himself as a Corpora.te President, an oil 
company executive or, indeed, simply an 
oilman. 

At the time Rainbow Resources was orga
nized, the assets consisted of sm.a.ll interests 
in oil and gas properties contributed by vari
ous founders. Additionally, the COmpany 
raised $275,000 rthrough a public offering of 
500,000 shares of stock at $.50 per share. This 
offering closed in February of 1970. 

With this minute asset ba.se, Rainbow Re
sources projected neither a high nor a villain
ous profile in our home territory, the Rocky 
Mountain region. 

In 1972 Rainbow Resources experienced the 
only incidence, in nine years as a publicity 
owned independent company, of what might 
be considered a "Windfall Profit". 

Because we were small, under capitalized 
and decidedily the "un,derdog", news of the 
Company's good fortune was widely wel
comed and the story of our overnight suc
cess had a fairy tale quality. 

The story goes like this: Following an 
intensive, rand somewhat discouraging sales 
effort which was begun in late 1970, the 
Rainbow staff finally convinced the True Oil 
Company of Casper, Wyoming tha.t our "Lit
tle Mo" prospect in McKen,zie County, North 
Dakota was worth drilling. 

A 13,000 foot wildcat was commenced in 
the spring of 1972 to test the Ordovician Red 
River Formation. Rainbow retained a Ya in
terest in the oil a.nd gas properties being 
tested. In July the Mission Canyo14 Forma
tion of Mississippian age was encountered 
in an unexpected structurally high position 
and the well fiowed oil when tested. 

When word of the oil fiow spread through
out the industry a bizarre sequence of nego
tiations began. Details of the entire episode 
are docume14ted. in an article by Marvin 
Keller entitled "Evolution of Redwlng 
Field", published in the August 1973 edition 
of "The Landman Magazine". 

For these proceedings let it suffice to say 
that in the fall of 1972, before the wildcat 
well reached total depth, Rainbow sold its 
entire Ya interest in the property for $10,-
000,000 cash. If not a "Windfall Profit" we 
at Rainbow most certainly regarded it as a 
providential infusion of capital. 

Tracing Rainbow Resources use of the $10,-
000,000 is, I believe, a good example of how 
most funds derived from so-called "Wind
fall Profits" a.re employed. 

For openers, we paid the Federal Govern
ment and the States of North Dakota and 
Montana $3,500,000 due in taxes. This act 
should have exploded the local classroom 
myth that Oil Companies don't pay taxes 
but, to my knowledge, it did ru>t. 

Next, we address ourselves to the question 
of what to do with our $6,500,000 in change! 
Should we liquidate our Company for ap
proximately $4 to $5 per share, thus giving 
our original investors 8 to 10 times their 
money back, or should we continue to ex
plore for oil? We .chose the latter. 

Rainbow purchased controlling interest in 
the Medicine Pole Hills Field in Bowman 
County, North Dakota for $1,200,000. We 
paid $1.25 per barrel for reserves in the 
ground, which at that time were selllng !or 
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$2.80 per barrel. This, of course, prese~ted 
the perfect opportunity to leave the oll in 
the ground while OPEC escalated the price. 
Again howeve·r, our decision fie.w in the face 
of conventional wisdom and we immediately 
invested another $2,000,000 improving and 
upgrading the field production! From the 
day we acquired this property to this day, 
the field has always been produced at a 
maximum efficient rate. The only interrup
tion~ in production have been caused by 
mechanical problems or severe blizzard con
ditions otherwise known as "Windfall Snow". 

Over the next several years, Rainbow Re
sources expanded its payroll from eleven to 
over forty people situated in Casper and Den
ver. During this period the Company initi
ated many drilling projects in North Dakota, 
Montana, Wyoming and Colorado. In 19'74, in 
another unprecedented action, the Company 
carried out a 1,000,000 acre lease acquisition 
project in the Williston Basin of Montana 
and North Dakota. In conjunction with 
Farmland Industries and a Houston inde
pendent, Rainbow began a wildcat drilling 
program on this acreage which ushered in a 
period of intense exploration activity that 
continues today. Rainbow's original cost for 
Its share of the leases was $1,000,000 and 
much more has been spent drllling. 

As you can tell the game was getting ex
pensive but in July of 1976 Rainbow had paid 
its bllls and employees and was continuing 
to explore intensively. 

At that time the Company began drllling 
the Game Hill Unit No. 1-35 in the extreme 
southern portion of Teton County, Wyoming. 
This well, in which Rainbow had a 25 % in
terest, was set up to test the Frontier Forma
tion at 12,500 feet. The well was located at 
the eastern edge of the Wyoming Overthrust 
Belt and was regarded as extremely signif
icant. The projected cost for drilling and 
completing the well was $1,200,000. However, 
during the drilling of the well several "Wind
fall Mishaps" occurred. As the well drilled 
downward a thrust fault was crossed and the 
drilling depth required to test the Frontier 
Formation increased to 16,700 feet instead 
of the planned-for 12,500 feet. Geologic cir
cumstances notwithstanding, two extremely 
encouraging gas zones were encountered. A 
completion attempt was made but the 2% 
inch casing collapsed across the two zones 
and the chance of an economically reward
ing initial well was forever lost. The well was 
subsequently completed as a gas producer 
from a less promising zone and chances of 
recovering the original investment seems re
mote and will only come about after 70 miles 
of expensive pipeline is constructed, a proj
ect which will take years. By the way, the 
well cost over $6,000,000 instead of the pro
jected $1,200,000 and as you can estimate 
the "Windfall" $6,500,000 was "Gone With 
The Wind". 

Marvin Keller will now take a hard look 
at the economic realities experienced by 
Rainbow and our industry. 

My name is Marvin A. Keller. I am Execu
tive Vice President of Riainbow Resources 
Inc., Casper, Wyoming. I would like to di~ 
rect my comments to "Windfall Losses". 

The most misused word connected with 
the current energy crisis is "Windfall Prof
its". It seems that ·any profit made in the 
Oil and Gas business is a "Windfall", while 
any loss incurred in our business is only the 
result of ineptness or stupidity on the part 
of the industry, for example the huge losses 
incurred in offshore areas of Florida and the 
east coast of the U.S. 

At the present time our company, Rain
bow Resources, Inc., is the operator and 23 
percent owner of the deepest and probably 
most expensive exploratory test ever drilled 
in the Rocky Mountain area. The No. 1-34 
Federal well, located at Pacific Creek in 
Sublette County, Wyoming, has been drilled 
to a depth of 25,764 feet at a cost of 15.5 

mlllion dollars. We are currently testing the 
deeper zones to determine if commercial 
quantities of hydro-carbons •are present. Our 
original primary objective, the Madison For
mation has already been tested and proved 
to be non productive. 

Because of the extreme depths and expen
sive well costs involved and the very expen
sive facllities that would be required to es
tablish production, such as gas plants to 
remove sulphur, pipeLines and development 
wells, it is estimated that the total invest
ment would be more than 100 million dol
lars before any gas could be sold. I! the vol
ume of gas found is not sufficient to justify 
these kinds of investments, then the entire 
project will be a failure and none of the 
nearly 20 m1111on dollars invested will ever 
be recovered by the owners. Gentlemen, that 
is a "Windfall Loss". 

Where did this 20 million dollars come 
from? It came from past profits of Rainbow 
and its partners, all of which are independ
ent Oil Companies. Banks do not loan 
money to companies to drHl exploratory 
wells and neither does the Federal Govern
ment. All of the risk is borne by the com
panies, but if the venture is successful any 
income is suddenly declared "Windfall Prof
its". 

The costs of exploratory dr1111ng have in
creased approximately 300 percent since 1973. 
As the search for oil and gas is expanded to 
the deeper horizons below 15,000 feet and to 
remote and geologically !Complex areas like 
the "Ovel'thrust Belt" the costs of explora
tion have exploded so that today drilling 
costs fOT' an exploratory well 11n the 15,000 
foot range may cost from 5 to 10 mllllon 
dollars. 

As a result of this cost squeeze on the com
pand.es their drilling budgets are now being 
used up very quickly on only a few wells. 
Tod-ay there are many drilling rigs Slhut down 
in the Rocky Mountain region not because 
the industry is withholding its funds, but 
because the llndustry and particularly the 
independent companies have used up all 
their available funds. Think for a minute of 
how many m1111on barrels of "old oil" have 
to be produced in order to obtain enough 
profit to pay for just one new deep explora
tory test. Is it any wonder there is a shortage 
of available funds in the industry? 

The only solution is to wnow domestic oil 
and gas prlices to rise to world oil prices as 
soon as possible. The alternative is for Ameri
ca to continue to buy OPEC oil on the· spot 
market at prices up to $40 per barrel. 

Who knows, maybe next year the spot mar
ket price will be $60--$80---$100--per barrel. 
The OPEC countries wlll continue to raise 
the prices as long as we are standing in line 
to buy their oil. It's up to Congress and the 
President to make the dectision. 

P.S. Rainbow Resources, Inc. merged. with 
The WllUams Companies of Tulsa, Oklahoma 
on August 29, 1978. The primary reason for 
the merger was that Rainbow Resources was 
not able to continue to finance its widespread 
explorwtion activities with its internal. oil and 
gas revenues, which the Company was forced 
to sell at below replacement costs because of 
goverrunent price controls. 

MESSAGES FROM THE PRESIDENT 

Messages from the President of the 
United States were communicated to the 
Senate by Mr. Chirdon, one of his secre
taries. 

EXECUTIVE MESSAGES REFERRED 
As in executive session, the Presiding 

Officer laid before the Senate messages 
from the President of the United States· 
submitting sundry nominations, which 

were referred to the appropriate com
mittees. 

<The nominations received today are 
printed at the end of the Senate proceed
ings.) 

MESSAGES FROM THE HOUSE 
At 2:57 p.m., a message from the 

House of Representatives delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, one of its reading clerks, 
announced that the House has passed 
the following bills, in which it requests 
the concurrence of the Senate: 

H.R. 2797. An act to make technical cor
rections related to the Revenue Act of 1978; 

H.R. 4580. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Co
lumbia and other activities chargeable in 
whole or in part against the revenues of said 
District for the fiscal year ending September 
30, 1980, and for other purposes. 

ENROLLED BILL SIGNED 

At 8:06 p.m., a message from the 
House of Representatives, delivered by 
Mr. Gregory, announced that the Speak
er has signed the following enrolled bill: 

H.R. 3661. An act to increase the authori
zation of appropriations under the act of 
December 22, 1974 (88 Stat. 1712). 

The enrolled bill was subsequently 
signed by the President pro tempore 
(Mr. MAGNUSON). 

HOUSE BILLS REFERRED 
The following bills were read twice by 

their titles and referred as indicated: 
H.R. 2797. An act to make technical cor

rections related to the Revenue Act of 1978; 
to the Committee on Finance. 

H.R. 4580. An act making appropriations 
for the government of the District of Colum
bia and other activities chargeable in whole 
or in part against the revenues of said Dis
trict for the fiscal year ending September 30, 
1980, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Appropriations. 

REPORTS OF COMMI'ITEES 
The following reports of committees 

were submitted: 
By Mr. MUSKIE, from the Committee on 

the Budget, without amendment: 
s. Res. 195. A resolution waiving section 

402 (a) of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974 with respect to the consideration of S. 
1309. 

By Mr. STEVENS, from the Committee on 
Energy and Natural Resources, with an 
amendment and an amendment to the title: 

s. 1479. A bill to make a technical amend
ment to Public Law 94-204 as amended by 
Public Law 94-456 (Rept. No. 96-250). 

By Mr. BA YH, from the Select Committee 
on Intelligence, without amendment: 

s. Res. 198. An original resolution increas
ing the limitation on expenditures by the 
Select Committee on Intelligence for the 
procurement of consultants. Referred to the 
Committee on Rules and Administration. 

By Mr. DOLE, from the Committee on 
Foreign Relations, without amendment: 

s. Con. Res. 17. A concurrent resolution to 
express the sense of Congress that a United 
Nations Special Investigatory Commission 
should be established to secure a full ac
counting of Americans listed as missing in 
Southeast Asia. 
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EXECUTIVE REPORTS OF 

COMMITTEES 
The following executive reports of 

committees were submitted: 
By Mr. BYRD of Virginia., from the Com

mittee on Armed Services: 
John Howard Moxley III, of California, to 

be a.n Assistant Secretary of Defense. 
Hans Michael Mark, of Virginia, to be Sec

retary of the Air Force. 
Antonia Handler Chayes, of Massachusetts, 

to be Under Secretary of the Air Force. 
Robert Jay Hermann, of Maryland, to be 

an Assistant Secretary of the Air Force. 

<The above . nominations from the 
Committee on Armed Services were re
ported with the recommendation that 
they be confirmed, subject to the nomi
nees' commitment to respond to requests 
to appear and testify before any duly 
constituted committee of the Senate.) 

INTRODUCTION OF BILLS AND 
JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

The following bills and joint resolu
tions were introduced, read the first and 
second time by unanimous consent, and 
referred as indicated: 

By Mr. TOWER (for himself and Mr. 
LUGAR): 

s. 1533. A bill to amend the Investment 
Company Act of 1940 to provide an exemp
tion for qualified venture capital companies; 
to the Commission on Banking, Housing, and 
Urban Affairs. 

By Mr. CHURCH: 
s. 1534. A bill to amend the Act of May 

31, 1962, which authorized the Secretary of 
the Interior to sell certain "omitted lands" 
along the Snake River in Idaho; to the 
Committee on Energy and Natural Re
sources. 

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself and Mr. 
MOYNIHAN): 

s. 1535. A bill to name a. certain Federal 
building in Rochester, New York, the Ken
neth B. Keating Building; to the Committee 
on Environment and Public Works. 

By Mr. HEINZ: 
s. 1536. A bill for the relief of the Chinese 

Cultural and Community Center, Philadel
phia., Pennsylvania; to the Committee on 
Finance. 

By Mr. PERCY: 
S. 1537. A bill to provide specific encour

agement to localities for the development of 
programs to promote energy conservation 
and the expanded use a! renewable energy 
resources; to the Committee on Govern
mental Affairs. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON: 
S. 1538. A bill to amend section 210 of 

the Agriculture Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 1859) 
to permit the donation of agricultural com
modities acquired through operations under 
section 32 of P.L. 320, 74th Congress, a.s 
amended (7 U.S.C. 612c), to certain penal 
and correctional institutions; to the Com
mittee on Agriculture, Nutrition, and 
Forestry. 

By Mr. PROXMIRE: 
S. 1539. A bill to provide for a. study of for

eign acquisitions of domestic financial insti
tutions, to impose a. moratorium on such ac
quisitions, and for other purposes; to the 
Commi·ttee on Bamking, Housing, and Urban 
Affairs. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for himself and 
Mr. DECONCINI) : 

S.J. Res. 96. A joint resolution author
izing the President to proclaim September 28, 
1979, as "National Indian Day"; to the Com
mittee on the Judiciary. 

STATEMENTS ON INTRODUCED 
BILLS AND JOINT RESOLUTIONS 

By Mr. TOWER (for himself and 
Mr. LUGAR): 

s. 1533. A bill to amend the Invest
ment Company Act of 1940 to provide an 
exemption for qualified venture capital 
companies; to the Committee on Bank~ 
ing, Housing, and Urban Affairs. 

VENTURE CAPITAL COMPANY ACT OF 1979 

• Mr. TOWER. Mr. President, I am in~ 
traducing today with Senator LUGAR 
legislation designed to address an im
portant need of our economy: The ab
sence of a continuous stream of venture 
capital to fuel many small and emerging 
businesses. The Venture Capital Com
pany Act of 1979 would amend the In
vestment Company Act of 1940 to make 
it possible for members of the public to 
invest in professionally managed firms 
which in turn provide long-term capital 
to the successful businesses of tomorrow. 

Venture capital firms provide a method 
of financing to companies that is not 
otherwise available. This is particularly 
true w'ith respect to companies which are 
engaged in the development of new tech
nologies and services, since the risks as
sociated with investments in these com
panies may be substantial. Venture cap
ital companies often provide long-term 
risk financing for companies which have 
progressed beyond the startup phase, but 
are not yet in a position to attract equity 
capital on favorable terms through the 
public securities markets. 

In order to encourage investors to par
ticipate in venture capital companies, it 
is of course necessary to allow adequate 
incentives to do so. The investor who par
ticipates in venture capital investments 
generally does so with the expectation 
that, if the company is successful, he will 
be able to resell the investment at a 
profit. Unfortunately, the Investment 
Company_ Act minimizes the prospects 
for doing so. 

The bill would amend the Investment 
Company Act by exempting from the act 
venture capital companies whi:ch meet 
certain requirements. The purpase of 
these reouirements is to assure that es
sential investor protections embodied in 
the securities laws will 'be applicable to 
the exempt companies, while at the same 
time freeing their operations from am
biguous and inappropriate regulatory 
requirements of the Investment Com
pany Act. 

The Investment Company Act takes 
an approach different from that of the 
securities laws governing the ¥ast ma
jority of publicly owned companies, the 
Securities Act of 1933, and the Securities 
Exchange Act of 1934. The heart of these 
latter statutes is disclosure and, by and 
large, complete disclosure of material 
facts is what is required. These acts as
sume that, given full disclosure about se
curities transactions, people should be 
free to buy and sell securities and the 
markets will reward those who do so 
wisely. 

The Investment Company Act, on the 
other hand, adopts a somewhat pa
ternalistic approach. It established a 
comprehensive regulatory system which 

substantively prohibits many kinds of 
tr.ansactions. This approach is based 
upon the theory that the companies for 
which the act was designed-mutual 
funds and closed-end investment com
panies-consist of large pools of cash 
and highly liquid assets, and that share
holders of such companies should be 
more protected from improper dealings 
than is the case with respect to share
holders of other corporations. 

Because of the nature of mutual funds, 
Congress established a detailed statutory 
scheme and the Securities and Exchange 
Commission, which regulates the mutual 
fund industry, is given broad pawers over 
transactions of mutual funds. 

The definition of "investment com
pany" in the act is so broad that it in
cludes venture capital companies, even 
though these companies do not operate 
like mutual funds or traditional closed
end investment companies in many re
spects. An obvious and significant dif
ference is the absence in the portfolio of 
a venture capital company of liquid in
vestments which are readily and regu
larly traded. But because the act covers 
venture capital companies, any venture 
capital company with more than 100 
shareholders is required to register 
under the Investment Company Act and 
is bound by provisions which were en
acted to prevent abuses in the trading 
of securities. 

This is just one example. All of the 
restrictions in the act, which may be 
appropriate for mutual funds, are also 
applicable to venture c·apital companies. 
These restrictions are in .many cases so 
inappropriate that no pure venture com
pany operates under the act. 

The consequences of this situation are 
devastating. Venture capital firms, in
cluding those that are well-managed, 
successful and destined to grow larger, 
must avoid at virtually all costs acquir
ing more than 100 shareholders. In other 
words, a successful firm that, over time, 
could otherwise be expected to grow and, 
therefore, to contribute vitally needed 
capital to new generations of businesses, 
must at some point either liquidate and 
distribute its assets to its shareholders 
or merge with some other company. 
While it theoretically has one other op
tion-operating under the Investment 
Company Act-the fact that no pure 
venture capital company is doing so 
illustrates that this is no real alternative. 

Thus, the Investment Company Act
which was designed to protect public in
vestors-has served in this instance to 
assure that there are no public investors 
in venture capital companies to protect. 
Of course, this also means that there are 
no public investors to benefit from the 
expertise of a professionally managed 
venture capital firm. 

The Venture Capital Company Act of 
1979 would address this problem in a 
measured and responsible way. While 
there is a great deal of merit to the ap
proach of simply exempting all venture 
capital companies as a class from the 
Investment Company Act, I am propos
ing a more limited exemption which 
would assure that there are adequate 
safeguards for investor protection. 
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Specifically, the bill would exempt 

from the Investment Company Act only 
those venture capital companies which 
meet certain requirements. Among these 
are that each company exempted: 

Has been engaged in the venture cap
ital business for at least 5 years; 

Has a board of directors a majority of 
whom are "independent"; 

Has subjected itself to the full regula
tory system embodied in the Securities 
Act of 1933 and the Securities Exchange 
Act of 1934, even if it would not other
wise be required to do so. 

Is required to refrain from the type of 
trading activities which are a significant 
focus of the Investment Company Act; 
and 

Accepts restrictions on the ownership 
by its officers, directors and controlling 
persons of securities issued by companie-s 
in which it invests. 

These restrictions are designed to as
sure that, in exempting venture capital 
companies from the act, due regard is 
given to appropriate investor protections 
contained in the securities laws. 

By limiting the exemption to compa
nies which have been in the venture 
capital business for at least 5 years, the 
bill would require that the company have 
a "track record" which prospective in
vestors can look to before investing. The 
other limitations are designed to assure 
adequate investor protection in several 
ways, including uhe participation on the 
board of directors of a majority of inde
pendent directors. The Supreme Court 
said only a few weeks ago that the par
ticipation of outside, independent direc
tors on the board of a mutual fund is the 
"cornerstone of the Investment Company 
Act's effort to control conflicts of inter
est within mutual funds." Requiring the 
participation of independent directors 
for exempted venture capital companies 
will be an excellent way of looking out 
for the interests of investors while at the 
same time freeing these companies from 
the unworkable regulatory system of the 
Investment Company Act. And while the 
Investment Company Act requires that 
40 percent of the directors be independ
ent, this bill would require that an ex
empted venture capital firm have a ma
jority of independent directors. 

Significantly, any exempted venture 
capital company with more than 100 
shareholders would still be subject to all 
of the provisions of the Securities Act of 
1933 and the Securities Exchange Act of 
1934, the statutes applicable generally to 
publicly owned companies. These require, 
among other things, the disclosure of 
material facts and the dissemination of 
periodic information regarding the op
erations and financial condition of the 
issuer. 

It is incumbent upon the Congress to 
take decisive actions to untangle the 
regulatory web impeding the successful 
operations of the private sector. The 
Venture Capital Company Act of 1979 
will do this by targeting a specific regu
latory system unsuited to the needs of 
the venture capital industry, and replac
ing it with a simple and rational ap
proach in which members of the private 

sector assume greater responsibility for 
the operations of venture capital com
panies. 

I am hopeful that this bill will receive 
prompt consideration and favorable ac
tion by the Senate, so that emerging 
businesses, enterprises and investors can 
begin to derive the benefits of a strong, 
vibrant venture capital industry. These 
results can be advanced without any 
costs to the Federal Treasury, and with
out compromising the legitimate purpose 
of the Federal securities laws. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the text of the Venture Capital 
Company Act of 1979 be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the REcORD, 
as follows: 

8.1533 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United StateJS of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Venture Capital Company Act of 1979". 
FINDINGS 

SEC. 2. The Congress finds and declares 
that-

(1) the economy of the United State.:; 
would be strengthened and diversified by a 
poUcy fac111tating the formation and growth 
of venture capital companies which provide 
long-term capital to industry, finance the 
development of promotional enterprises, and 
engage in similar activities; 

(2) the Investment Company Act of 1940 
unnecessarily restricts the formation and 
growth of venture oa.pUal companies by im
posing on such companies a complex and 
cumbersome regulatory system unsuited to 
the operations of venture capital companies; 

(3) the interests of investors in qualified 
venture capital companies will be adequately 
protected through existing securities laws 
other than the Investment Company Act of 
1940; and 

(4) It is therefore in the public interest 
to amend the Investment Company Act of 
1940 to provide an exemption for venture 
capital companies which meet certain stand
ards assuring the adequate protection of in
vestors in such companies. 

DEFINITION OF VENTURE CAPrrAL COMPANY 
SEc. 3. Section 2 (a) of the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-2 (a)) 
is a.mended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"(46) 'Venture capital company' means 
any company which meets both of the fol
lowing conditions: 

"(A) it is engaged or proposes to engage 
primarily in the business of furnishing 
capital (other than short-term paper) to 
industry, financing promotional enterprises, 
purchasing securities of issuers for which 
no ready m~rket is in existence, or reorganiz
ing companies or similar activities; und 

"(B) at least 60 per centum of its net as
sets at cost (exclusive of Government securi
ties, short-term paper and cash items) con
sists of securities which were-

"(i) acquired directly from the issuer 
thereof in a transaction or transactions not 
involving the registration of the securities 
under the Securities Act of 1933 or pursuant 
to the exercise of options, warrants, or rights 
acquired in such transactions; 

"(11) received in a reorganization or in an 
exchange offer in exchange for securities 
acquired pursuant to clause (i) of this para
graph; or 

"(111) distributed on or with respect to any 

securities referred to in clause (i) or clause 
(11) of this paragraph.". 
DEFINITION OF ESTABLISHED VENTURE CAPITAL 

COMPANY 
SEc. 4. Section 2(a) of the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 808.-2(a)) 
is amended by adding at the end thereof the 
following: 

"(47) 'Established venture capital com
pany' means any company that is and has 
been a venture capital company for at least 
five preceding continuous years.". 
EXCLUSION OF ESTABLISHED VENTURE CAPrrAL 

COMPANY 
SEc. 5. Section 3(c) (3) of the Investment 

Company Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-3(c) 
( 3) ) is amended-

( 1) by striking out "or" immediately after 
"guardian"; and 

(2) by inserting immediately before . the 
period at the end thereof the following: "; 
any established venture capital company 
having a class of its equity securities regis
tered under section 12 of the Securities Ex
change Act of 1934; or (A) any established 
venture capital company, but only !or a 
period of 180 days after its outstanding se
curities (other than short-term paper) be
come beneficially owned by more than one 
hundred persons as determined under para
graph (1) of this subsection, or (B) any 
established venture capital company which 
presently proposes to make a public offering 
of its securities, but only (i) for a period of 
180 days after the filing with the Commission 
of its registration statement (or its notifica
tion under Regulation A) under the Securi
ties Act of 1933, (11) for a period of 60 days 
after the effective date of such registration 
statement (or ·the 'first saJ.e of any securities 
offered by means of an offering circular un
der Regulation A), or (iii) until the with
drawal of the registration statement without 

·its having become effective (or the with
drawal of the notification under Regulation 
A), whichever event specified in clause (i), 
(11), or (111) last occurs". 
RESTRICTIONS ON ESTABLISHED VENTURE CAPrrAL 

COMPANIES 
SEc. 6. Section 7 of the Investment Com

pany Act of 1940 (15 U.S.C. 80a-7) is amend
ed by adding at the end thereof the follow
ing: 

"(e) An established venture capital com
pany which is not an investment company 
within the meaning of this title solely by 
.reason of section 3(c) (3) and the outstand
ing securities of which (other than short
term paper) are beneficially owned by more 
than one hundred persons as deterinined 
under section 3 (c) ( 1) of this title may not-

.. ( 1) engage in any business in interstate 
commerce unless a majority of the members 
of the company's board of directors would 
not be deemed interested persons of the com
pany if it were an investment company with
in the meaning of this title; Qr 

"(2) sell, or otherwise dispose of, any 
securities (exclusive of Government securi
ties, short-term paper and cash items) 
owned by it, whenever and however the 
securities were acquired by it, except in such 
manner and amounts and at the times as the 
company would be permitted to do if the 
securities had been acquired by it in a trans
action not involving any public offering with
in the meaning of the Securities Act of 1933 
and the rules thereunder. 
If, by reason of the death, disqualification, 
or bona fide resignation of any director or 
directors of any company, the requirements 
of clause ( 1) of the preceding sentence are 
not met, the application of the preceding 
sentence shall be suspended as to that com
pany for a period of 180 days or for such 
longer period as the Commission may pre
scribe, upon its own motion or by order upon 
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application, as not inconsistent with the 
protection of investors. 

"(f) No director, officer, employee, or con
trolllng person of an established venture 
capital company which is not an investment 
company within the meaning of this title 
s0lely by reason of section 3(c) (3) and the 
outstanding securities of which (other than 
short-term paper) are beneficially owned by 
more than one hundred persons as deter
mined under section 3 (c) ( 1) of this title 
may beneficially own o.r purchase securities 
or other property of any issuer other 
than the established venture capital com
pany whose securities (other than Gov
ernment securities, short-term paper and 
cash items) are beneficially owned by 
the established venture capital company; 
and no affiliated person of any such 
person shall beneficially own or pur
chase securities or other property of any 
issuer other than the established venture 
·capital company. whase securities (other 
than Government securities, short-term 
paper and cash items) are beneficially owned 
by the established venture capital company, 
unless the ownership or purchase is approved 
by a majority of the members of the estab
lished venture capital company's board of 
directors who have no financial interest in 
the ownership or purchase, including a 
·majority of the members who would not be 
interested persons of the company if it were 
an investment company within the mean
ing of this title, on the basis that--

"(1) terms thereof, including the consid
eration to be paid or received, are reasonable 
and fair to the shareholders of the estab
lished venture capital company and do not 
involve overreaching of the company or its 
shareholders by another party; and 

"(2) the ownership or purchase is not con
trary to the interests of the shareholders of 
the established venture capital company 
and is consistent with the policy of the com
pany as recited in its articles of incorpora
tion and any other documents made avail
able to its shareholders generally. 
For purposes of this subsection, beneficial 
ownership of securities or other property ac
quired by a director, officer, employee, or con
trolllng person is not prohibited if the bene
ficial ownership WBIS acquired otherwise than 
by means of a purchase and if the person, 
as soon as reasonably practicable, sells or 
otherwise disposes of the securities or other 
property upon a determination ·by the mem
bers of a majority of the established venture 
capital company's board of directors who 
have no financial interest in the ownership, 
including a majority of the members who 
would not be interested persons of the com
pany if it were an investment company with
log the meaning of this title, that the terms 
of the sale or other disposition, including the 
consideration to be received, are reasonable 
and fair to the shareholders of the company 
and do not involve overreaching of the com
pany or its shareholders •by another party. 
The sale or other disposition must be effected 
within 180 days after the acquisition, unless 
a majority of the members of the established 
venture capital company's board of directors 
who have no financial interest in the sale or 
other disposition, including a majority of 
the members who would not be interested 
persons of the company if it were an invest
ment company within the meaning of this 
title, approve a longer period, which shall 
not exceed one year from the date of acquisi
tion of the securities or other property.". e 
• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, I am very 
pleased to join with Senator TowER in 
introducing the Venture Capital Com
pany Act of 1979. The bill would remove 
specific statutory and regulatory imped
iments which act as a powerful disincen
tive to the formation and growth of the 
venture capital industry, a segment of 

the business community which has the 
potential to make a valuable contribution 
to our economy. 

A great deal has been said recently 
about the need to reduce the extent of 
Federal regulation, particularly that 
which is overbroad and burdensome to 
the conduct of honest business activities. 
The application of the Investment Com
pany Act of 1940 to venture capital com
panies provides a good eX!ample of the 
adverse effects which result from the im
position of a broad regulatory system on 
the activities of companies which are 
covered only marginally, if at all, by the 
purposes of the act. Our bill provides an 
excellent opportunity for Congress to 
show its willingness to act positively to 
encourage the development of new com
panies, new products and new services for 
the economy. 

The need to encourage the formation 
and mobilization of venture capital is 
obvious, and the Venture Capital Com
pany Act of 1979 will do so without com
promising the strong investor protections 
provided by the Securities Act of 1933 
and the Securities Exchange Act of 1934. 
As the rtanking Republican member of 
the Subcommittee on Securities of the 
Committee on Banking, Housing and Ur
ban Affairs, I look forward to the prompt 
consideration of this bill by the sub
committee.• 

By Mr. JAVITS (for himself and 
Mr. MOYNIHAN) : 

S. 1535. A bill to name a certain Fed
eral building in Rochester, N.Y., the 
Kenneth B. Keating Building; to the 
Committee on Environment and Public 
Works. 
e Mr. JAVITS. Mr. President, today I 
am introducing legislation to name the 
Federal building in Rochester, N.Y., 
after one of our country's ablest and 
most distinguished public servants of 
the last quarter century: the late Sen
ator Kenneth B. Keating. Companion 
legislation to this bill is today being in
troduced in the House of Represen ta
tives by Congressmen STRATTON, WYn
LER, CONABLE, and HORTON. 

Honored military leader, resourceful 
legislator in both Houses of Congress, 
distinguished jurist, and talented ambas
sador are the distinctions and estimable 
accomplishments of Ken Keating, a 
great American. Few people have served 
this Nation in more ways or with greater 
distinction. Having worked alongside 
him in both the House and Senate I knew 
him as a close personal friend and an 
esteemed colleague. His was a remark
able record of public service. 

Entering the Army as an enlisted man 
in World War I, he served his country 
also in World War II and had risen to 
the rank of brigadier general by the 
time the war had ended. He spent six 
terms in the House, representing western 
New York and the Rochester area, before 
his election to the Senate in 1958. He was 
one of the great spokesmen for the 1964 
Civil Rights Act. When he was defeated 
in his bid for a second Senate term, in
stead of settling back in the well-earned 
glow of a distinguished congressional 
career, Ken Keating continued tirelessly 
to devote his life to the public good. 

He ran and was elected to an associate 
judgeship on the New York Court of Ap
peals, the State's highest tribunal and 
one of this land's most respected State 
courts. Returning to national service in 
1969, he was named Ambassador to India 
and represented the United States dur
ing the tension-filled Indo-Pakistani 
conflict over Bangladesh. As a capstone 
to his career he became envoy to Israel, 
helping to steer '"our course during the 
Yom Kippur war. His service in Israel 
for the United States was a source of 
security and reassurance to rs·rael's peo
ple. 

Mr. President, it is, indeed, fitting that 
the Federal Building in Rochester 
should be named for Kenneth Keating. 
He was one of western New York's most 
revered citizens. A distinguished Roch- · 
ester attorney in the years prior to 
World War II, he could not walk through 
the city's downtown without being greet
ed by people from all walks of life. His 
lively spirit and outgoing character, his 
sound judgment and heartfelt concern 
made him a friend of all who had con
tact with him. And it was from RoChes
ter that he was sent to Congress and 
from which his national career began. 

Mr. President, I believe that in recog
nition of his unparalleled past service 
to his State and country and his undi
minished vigor in working in the people's 
behalf, it is appropriate that we memor
ialize Kenneth Keating by naming the 
Federal Building in Rochester the Ken
neth B. Keating Federal Building.e 

By Mr. PERCY: 
S. 1537. A bill to provide specific en

COU!ragement to localities for the devel
opment of progra.m.s to promote energy 
conservation and the expanded use of 
renewable energy resources; to the Com
mittee on Governmental Affad.rs. 

. LOCAL ENERGY MANAGEMENT ACT OF 1979 

Mr. PERCY. Mr. President, few futd.ay 
would deny the urgent need ito reduce our 
dependence on oil. Gas lines are not . 
merely a temporary inconvenience, and 
skyrocketing prices are not just a pass
ing phenomenon. Both are signs that the 
days of cheap, abundant oil have pa.ssOO.·. 

In recent weeks, many <Jf my colleagues 
in Congress have turned their focus to 
syntJhetic fuels as a new energy panacea.. 
I must warn my colleagues against em
bracing this new technolOgical "fix" too 
readily. Synthetic fuels will not contrib
ute significantly 1to our energy needs be
fore the late 1980's. What we are gOing 
to do in the interim, to protect American 
conswners ·from rapidly rising oil prices 
and to gird our economy against crip
pling oil shortages? 

An aggressive n.aJtion.al effort to con
serve energy offers our brightest energy 
prt>Spect for the 1980's. The President's 
Council on Environmental Quality has 
determined that, by using known con
servation techniques, we could reduce our 
overall energy consumption by 30 to 40 
percent, while maintaining our current 
standard of living. 

Developing our Nation's renewable, or 
"solar," energy resources should be an
other priority for the 1980's. Numerous 
"solar" technologies are now ready for 
widespread commercial development. 
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These include small-scale hydroelectric 
dams, solar heating and cooling systems 
for buildings, wind generators, and 
"gasohol," a liquid fuel derived partially 
from grain. 

In developing energy alternatives, we 
must draw fully upon the ingenuity and 
versatility of the American people. Our 
Nation's cities, counties, towns, and vil
lages are uniquely capable of tapping this 
great innovative potential. 

Several units of local government have 
already undertaken impressive energy 
initiatives. Some have focused their ef
forts on restructuring their internal 
operations, while others h!we branched 
out into other sectors of the community. 

Dade County, Fla., has been particu
larly effective in eliminating energy 
waste from its internal operations. By 
purchasing more fuel-efficient equip
ment, the county cut the fuel consump
tion of its automobile fleet by 37 percent 
between 1972 and 1978. During 1977, the 
county implemented conservation meas
ures which reduced electricity consump
tion in nine county-owned buildings by 
20 percent. Additionally, the county is 
now building a solid-waste facility which 
will recover usable materials such as 
metals and glass while burning combus
tible wastes. Seventy megawatts of elec
tricity will be generated by this process
enough to fulfill the needs of 41,000 
families. 

The city of Davis, Calif., has focused 
its efforts on the residential sector. In 
1975, the city passed an energy-con
serving code for new residential con
struction. Since that time, the use of 
electricity and natural gas in Davis 
homes has dropped by an astonishing 18 
percent. This major reduction is particu
larly impressive in light of the fact that 
only a small percentage of the city's 
homes have been built since the code 
went into effect. Local officials attribute 
much of the savings to voluntary actions 
taken by Davis residents, whose aware
ness of the energy problem was height
ened by the months of public debate 
preceding the code's adoption. 

Seattle, Wash., offers yet another in
spiring example of the enormous energy 
savings which effective local programs 
can produce. Faced with rising electricity 
demand, Seattle's municipal utility pro
posed to purchase a 10-percent share in 
a $5 billion regional nuclear power proj
ect. Concerned local citizens questioned 
whether this added capacity was really 
needed, and asked the city to explore the 
issue. An "Energy 1990'' citizens over
view committee undertook the challenge. 
This committee reflected a broad range 
of community interests, including indus
try, labor, commerce, low-income and 
minority groups, the elderly, and envi
ronmentalists. After lengthy study, the 
committee recommended against the nu
clear plan, and instead proposed an ag
gressive conservation program aimed at 
reducing Seattle's projected 1990 elec
tricity needs by 20 percent. 

In July 1976, the Seattle City Council 
voted to support the conservation effort; 
$800,000 was provided for the first 
year's programs, and the result, by the 
end of 1977, was an 8-percent reduction 

in citywide electricity demand. Some 
claim that unusual weather conditions 
contributed to this extraordinary reduc
tion. Nevertheless, Seattle officials are 
optimistic that the 1990 conservation 
goal will be reached-at a fraction of the 
cost of purchasing new generating 
capacity. 

Seattle's experience highlights several 
of the positive impacts which can result 
from well-conceived local initiatives. 
First, Seattle's conservation measures 
yielded significant and immediate energy 
savings. Second, the citizen's overview 
committee allowed for broad public par
ticipation-an important means of in
suring that the resulting policy would 
not be dominated by any single interest. 
Third, the programs implemented under 
the "Energy 1990" banner affected large 
segments of Seattle's population, thereby 
enhancing the visibility and credibility 
of conservation as an energy strategy. 
Already we have seen, in the Davis case, 
that heightened public awareness can be 
a major catalyst to conservation. 

I would also like to draw my col
leagues' attention to the cost-effective
ness and rapid payback of many local 
initiatives. In 1978, the city of Oakland, 
Calif., received $4.7 million from the 
Economic Development Administration 
to install energy-efficient street lamps. 
With annual energy savings of over 
$900,000, this investment will pay for it
self in about 5 years. In my home State 
of Illinois, the city of Carbondale will 
soon retrofit its water treatment plant 
with energy-saving equipment. City offi
cials predict that the $20,000 invest
ment will be recovered in less than a 
year, through lowered energy costs. Local 
taxpayers will be the beneficiaries of 
these savings. 

Davis, Calif., offers perhaps the most 
striking evidence that local initiatives 
can be cost-effective. Houses which ad
here to the new building code require 50 
percent less energy for heating and cool
ing than conventional homes of com
parable comfort. Astonishingly, these 
homes cost no more to build than their 
conventional counterparts. Sensible sit
ing and design techniques are the keys. 

The potential benefits of sound local 
energy management abound. Yet only a 
small fraction of America's several thou
sand local communities have seriously 
explored the energy options available to 
them. The lessons learned in Dade 
County, Davis, Seattle, and elsewhere re
main largely hidden from general view. 
Lacking access to this backlog of ex
perience, localities embarking on new 
energy initiatives waste valuable time 
and resources stumbling over terrain 
which, though new to them, has already 
been charted. 

Mr. President, today I am introducing 
the Local Energy Act of 1970, as a stim
ulus local involvement in innovative en
ergy management. The Local Energy 
Management Act would establish three 
modestly funded, interlocking programs. 

First, the act would create a demon
stration grants program, to provide 
funding to selected localities for the 
development of energy plans. Partici
pating localities would be required to 

examine their energy consumption pat
terns and develop strategies to save 
energy or expand local use of renewable 
energy resources. 

The demonstration grants program 
would stimulate energy innovation with
in individual localities. It would not, 
however, improve communication be
tween localities-an equally vital need. 
To achieve this latter purpose, the act 
establishes two additional programs: A 
documentation and distribution grants 
program and a local energy reference 
center. 

The documentation and distribution 
grants program would provide funding 
to a limited number of localities which 
have already developed innovative en
ergy programs. Localities receiving these 
grants would prepare and publish prac
tical brochures on the energy measures 
they have undertaken, and would make 
this information available, free of 
charge, to other localities. 

Localities such as Dade County, Davis, 
and Seattle would find the documenta
tion and distribution grants program 
particularly useful. Officials from these 
localities find themselves flooded with 
information requests which they have 
neither the time nor the resources to 
handle. Davis alone receives over 100 
requests per month regarding its en
ergy-conserving building code. This 
past year, the city has sent out more 
than $10,000 in printed information oo 
interested localities and individuals. The 
documentation and distribution grants 
program would significantly ease this 
burden. 

The act's third component is a local 
energy reference center. This center 
would serve as a data bank and infor
mation clearinghouse on local energy 
initiative. The center would draw upon 
the information gathered through the 
documentation and distribution grants 
program as well as other sources. 

To date, the Federal Government has 
done little to tap the innovative energy 
potential of local governments. Within 
the Department of Energy, the recently 
established Energy Extension Service 
primarily benefits individual consumers 
and small businesses. Another Depart
ment of Energy undertaking, the com
prehensive community energy manage
ment program, is now assessing the 
energy management capacities of 17 
local communities, but the program has 
done little to strengthen the fiow of in
formation between local government 
officials. 

I first introduced the Local Energy 
Management Act 3 months ago. Since 
that time, the bill has attracted wide
spread interest and support. Among the 
bill's supporters are the U.S. Conference 
of Mayors, the National League of Cities, 
the National Association of Counties, 
and top officials from numerous locali
ties. I am especially pleas·ed that village 
officials as well as big-city mayors have 
praised the bill as sensitive to their 
needs. I will ask that an attachment 
containing the comments of a few of the 
bill's supporters be printed in the RECORD 
following my remarks. 

Along with these numerous endorse-
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ments, I have received valuable and per
ceptive criticism of the original Local 
Energy Management Act. The revised 
bill, which I am introducing todtay, re
sponds to many of these concerns. 

Before closing, I would like to drew 
my colleagues' attention to a few of the 
remarks which President Carter made 
2 days ago, when he addressed the Na
tional Association of Counties, in Kansas 
City. On that ocoasion, the President 
called upon counties and other locali
ties to work actively and aggressively to 
conserve energy. I would like to quote 
briefly from the President's remarks: 

The heartbreaks and the triumphs of each 
county, each city, each neighborhood, the 
successes or the failures ·are also the suc
cesses and failures, the triumphs and the 
heartbreaks of our nation. 

The tragedy of an elderly family who are 
not able to pay for heat in the winter is a 
national tragedy, just as the success of a 
local weatherization program or car pool 
program is a triumph of or success for the 
whole Nation. 

I ask you to work with me throughout the 
counties of America to plan conservation 
efforts . . . . As you work with local citizens 
and community leaders in taking up this call 
to action, you can count on the support and 
you can count on the help of Federal officials, 
including myself, to live and to work with 
you to make this dream, this challenge, a 
reality. 

The Local Energy Management Act 
provides an important step toward mak
ing "this dream a reality." I am very 
pleased to have Senators BAucus, COHEN, 
DOMENIC'I, HATFIELD, HEINZ, KENNEDY, 
SARBANES, and TSONGAS as cosponsors Of 
this bill. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the attachment containing 
comments on the Local Energy Manage
ment Act, followed by a summary of the 
bill and the text, be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill and 
material were ordered to be printed in 
the RECORD, as follows: 

s. 1537 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House of 

Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, That this 
Act may be cited as the "Local Energy Man
agement Act of 1979". 
TITLE I-FINDINGS, DECLARATION OF 

PURPOSE, AND DEFINITIONS FIND
INGS AND DECLARATION OF POLICY 
SEc. 101. (a) The Congress hereby finds 

and declares that-
(1) local units of government are highly 

appz:opriate vehicles for the promotion of 
energy conservation and renewable resource
based technologies, because of their sensitiv
ity to geographic and climatic variations 
their ability to make effective use of avail~ 
able human skills and economic resources, 
their high visibility, and their capacity to 
accommodate a high degree of direct citizen 
involvement in the study, implementation, 
and demonstration of new programs; 

(2) local units of government can play an 
important role in stimulating the involve
ment of private industry, particularly small 
businesses, in energy conservation and re
newable energy resources development; 

(3) many localities have already developed 
innovative and effective programs which 
promote energy conservation and the devel
opment of renewable energy resources; 

(4) geographic and economic constraints 
have generally discouraged localities w.ith 
successful programs in the energy field from 
sharing their knowledge and experience with 
other localities; 

( 5) the Federal Government has provided 
only scattered and insufficient information 
and financial assistance to localities for the 
purposes of encouraging energy conservation 
and the development of renewable energy 
resources; and 

(6) the Department of Energy should en
courage localities to implement energy con
servation measures and to expand their use 
of renewable energy resources. 

(b) It is the purpose of this Act to provide 
broader Federal assistance to localities by-

(1) establishing a. Demonstration Grant 
Program applicable to localities which pro
pose to develop plans to promote energy 
conservation or the expanded use of renew
able energy resources; 

(2) establishing a. Documentation and 
Distribution Grants Program, to enable lo
calities to document and distribute practi
cal information on programs which they 
have undertaken, or propose to undertake, 
to promote energy conservation or the ex
panded use of renewable energy resources; 
and 

(3) establishing a. Local Energy Reference 
Center and a Technical Assistance Panel, to 
facilitate information-sharing among local 
officials with respect to energy conservation 
and the expanded use of renewable energy 
resources. 

DEFINITIONS 

SEC. 102. For the purposes of this Act, the 
term-

(1) "management" means the d~velop
ment and sharing of practical information 
and plans by local units of government, for 
the purpose of promoting energy conserva
tion or the exp~nded use of renewable en
ergy resources; 

(2) "Department" means the Department 
of Energy; 

( 3) "Secretary" means the Secretary of 
the Department of Energy; 

(4) "Assistant Secretary" means the As
sistant Secretary for Conservation and Solar 
Applications; 

(5) "locality" means any city, county, 
town, municipality, or other political sub
division which is a unit of general purpose 
local government of a State or United States 
territory; 

(6) "local official" means an elected rep
resentative of a unit of local government 
or, if designated by the elected representa
tive, an employee of a local unit of govern
ment; 

(7) "energy conservation" means a capi
tal investment or a practice which leads to 
a net s·aving in energy; 

(8) "renewable energy resources" means 
those sources of energy which cannot be 
permanently exhausted, including agricul
tural and forest products and excluding nu
clear fission and fusion materi•als; 

(9) "demonstration" means the develop
ment of a local plan, for the purpose of 
conserving energy or expanaing the use of 
renewable energy resources; 

(10) "sector" '":leans a segment of a local
ity which accounts for an identifiable por
tion of the locality's energy consumption; 

(11) "documentation" means the prepara
tion and publication by a locality of infor
mational materials on local measures foster
ing energy conservation or the expanded use 
of renewable energy resources, in accordar!ce 
with title IV of this Act; 

(12) "distribution" means the mailing of 
informational materials by a locality receiv
ing assistance under title IV of this Act to 
other localities which have requested infor-

mation pertaining to the promotion of en
ergy conservation or expanded use of renew
able energy resources; 

( 13 ) "technical assistance" means the 
transmittal of practical information to a lo
cal offici>al , through printed publications, 
computer data, or personal visitation, by a 
member of the Technical Assistance Panel, 
in accordance with title VII of this Act; and 

(14) "Center" means the Local Energy Ref
erence Center established under title VI of 
this Act; and 

(15) "Panel" means the Technical Assist
ance Panel, established under title VII of 
this Act. 
TITLE II-PROGRAM ADMINISTRATION 

GENERAL 

SEc. 201. The Department of Energy shall 
be responsible for carrying out the provi
sions of this Act. The Secretary shall carry 
out the responsibUities of this Act through 
the Assistant Secretary for Conservation and 
Solar Applications. 

REPORTS 

SEc. 202. The Secretary shall transmit to 
the Congress and the President, not later 
than ninety days after the end of each fiscal 
year, a comprehensive report on all activities 
of the programs established under this Act, 
conducted during the previous fiscal year. 
Each such report shall include-

( 1) a statement of specific and detailed 
objectives for the activities and programs 
conducted and assisted under this Act; 

(2) a statement of conclusions as to the 
effectiveness of such activities and programs 
in meeting the stated objectives and the 
purpo~es of this Act, measured through the 
end of >ch fiscal year; 

(3) a statement outlining the coordination 
of the activities and programs conducted 
and assisted under this Act with the activi
ties and programs of other public and pri
vate agencies , as described in section 203; 

( 4) recommendations with respect to such 
legislation which the Assistant Secretary 
deems necessary or desirable to assist locally 
based energy conservation and renewable 
energy resources development efforts; and 

(5) plans for activities and programs dur
ing the next fiscal year. 

COOPERATIVE EFFORTS 

SEc. 203. The Secretary shall consult and 
cooperate with the Secretary of Housing and 
Urban Development, the Secretary of Agri
culture, the Administrator of the Environ
mental Protection Agency, the Secretary o:t 
Health, Education, and Welfare, the Com-

•munity Services Administration, the Secre
tary of Commerce (and the Regional Centers 
of the Economic Development Administra
tion in the Department of Commerce) , the 
Administrator of the Small Business Admin
istration, and the heads of other Federal 
agencies administering energy-related pro
grams, with a view toward achieving maxi
mum coordination with other related pro
grams, and for the purpose of ensuring to 
the maximum extent possible that all energy 
conservation and new energy technology in
formation disseminated by or through Fed
eral programs in a given area are consistent 
and are fully coordinated in order to mini
mize duplication of effort and to maximize 
public confidence in the credibility of Feder
al or federally assisted programs. It shall also 
be the responsibility of the Secretary to pro
mote the coordination of programs under this 
Act with the activities and programs of other 
public and private agencies, including the 
Federal Laboratory Consortium; the Na
tional Center for Appropriate Technology; 
national organizations representing elected 
State and local government officials; private, 
nonprofit organizations; and private in
dustry. 
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TITLE Ill-DEMONSTRATION GRANTS 

PROGRAM 
ESTABLISHMENT OF PROGRAM 

SEc. 301. The Secretary may make non
renewable grants to localities for the devel
opment of measures .to conserve energy and 
develop renewable energy resources. The Sec
retary shall have discretion to determine 
whether such grants shall be of one- or two
year duration. 

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

SEC. 302. (a.) Grantees shall be limited to 
units of local government. 

(b) Grant application procedures and 
grant response time shall be kept to a 
minimum. 

(c) Grant applications shall contain at a 
minimum-

( 1) an estimation of the overall energy 
consumption 1f the locality, by sector; 

(2) general information as to the popula
tion size of the locality, employment by sec
tor, economic activities, transportation fa
cilities, and other demographic character
istics which the Secretary deems relevant to 
the purposes of this Act; and 

(3) a description of projected mechanisms 
for exploring energy conservation or renew
able energy resources development options, 
including a. description of projected mech
anisms for involving the public in energy 
policy development. 

PROGRAM REQUIREMENTS 

SEC. 303. Each participating locality shall, 
within one hundred and twenty days after 
termination of the grant period, submit to 
the Secretary a report containing-

( 1) a description of the measures which 
the locality has introduced or proposed to 
introduce, to promote energy conservation 
or the use of renewable energy resources; 

( 2) evidence of the effect! veness of such 
measures in promoting energy conservation 
or the use of renewable energy resources; 

(3) a.n estimation of the capital require
ments and administrative costs of imple
menting such measures; 

(4) a description of funding mechanisms 
adopted or proposed by the locality to under
write the capital requirements and admin
istrative costs of such measures; 

(5) an estimation of the pay-back period 
for such measures; 

(6) a description, where applicable, of the 
mechanisms adopted or proposed by the lo
cality for the purpose of stimulating the in
volvement in private industry, particularly 
small businesses, in energy conservation or 
renewable energy resources development; 

(7) a description of the mechanisms· 
adopted by the locality for the purpose of 
involving the public in energy policy de
velopment; and 

(8) a description of the views of all major 
interested parties, including low-income in
dividuals where applicable, regarding the 
established and proposed measures. 

FUNDING 

SEc. 304. No grant to a locality under this 
title shall exceed $80,000. 
TITLE IV-DOCUMENTATION AND DISTRI

BUTION GRANTS PROGRAM ESTAB
LISHMENT OF PROGRAM 
SEc. 401. The Secretary may make renew

able, one-year grants to localities to enable 
such localities to document and distribute 
practical information on programs which they 
have undertaken, or propose to undertake, to 
promote energy conservation or the develop
ment of renewable energy resources. 

APPLICATION REQUIREMENTS 

SEC. 402. (a) Grantees shall be limited to 
units of local government. 

(b) Localities which have received assist
ance under title III of this Act may apply 

for assistance under this title, providing that 
such localities have fulfilled the provisions 
of section 303, as determined by the Secre
tary. 

(c) Localities which have not received as
sistance under title III may also apply for 
assistance under this title. 

(d) Grant application procedures and grant 
response time shall be kept to a minimum. 
Grants shall be awarded to localities whose 
proposed publications would offer a unique 
contribution to the body of knowledge con
cerhing local government measures to con
serve energy and develop renewa.ble energy 
resources. 

(e) Localities must, at a minimum, include 
in their applications-

(1) a brief description of their current and 
proposed energy conservation and renewable 
energy resources development measures; 

(2) preliminary evidence, where possible. 
that such programs have been or will beef
fective in promoting energy conservation or 
the use of renewable energy resources in at 
least one sector; 

(3) a brief description of the mechanisms 
adopted for the purpose of involving the pub
lic in energy policy development; 

( 4) a brief description of projected mecha-:. 
nlsms for developing documentation which 
wlll be of practical use to other localities' 
wishing to promote energy conservation or 
the use of renewable energy resources; and 

(5) a. brief description of projected mecha
nisms for giving xnajor interested local parties 
an opportunity to have their viewpoints 
represented in the documentation process. 

FUNDING GUIDELINES AND GRANT SELECTION 
CRITERIA 

SEc. 403. (a) The Secretary may award up 
to sixty grants under this title each year. 

(b) Grants given under this title shall 
compensate recipient localities for the costs 
of preparing, printing, and mailing the docu
ment or documents published under this 
title. 

(c) The Secretary may provide renewed 
funding to localities which have received 
grants under this title in previous years, for 
the purpose of updating published docu
ments, and for the purpose of meeting on
going printing and ma1Ung costs. Renewed 
grants shall not •be considered as contribut
ing to the total authorized number of grants 
to be given under this title in a single year, 
as specified in section 403(a). 

PROGRAM REQUmEMENTS 

SEc. 404. (a) Each locality receiving assist
ance under this title shall, within sixty days 
after grant receipt, publish a document or 
series of documents describing its current 
and proposed energy conservation or renew
able energy resources developmefit programs. 
Such document or documents shall include 
information comparable to that required of 
title III grant recipients, as established in 
section 303. 

(b) ' Each locality receiving assistance un
der this title shall make all materials pub
lished in accordance with subsection (a) 
available to other localities, either in re
sponse to direct requests from localities or 
through the services of the Local Energy 
Reference Center, in accordance with section 
602. No fee shall be charged to distributees 
of such materials. 

(c) Each locality receiving assistance un
der this title shall designate one person to 
serve for three years on the Technical Assist
ance Panel, established under title VU. This 
person may be a local official or other in
dividual who is knowledgeable and experi
enced in the areas of energy conservation 
and renewable energy resource3 develop
ment. 

TITLE V-GENERAL GRANT GUIDELINES 
GUIDELINES 

SEc. 501. Grants under title III and title 
IV shall be awarded, to the maximum extent 
feasible, in a manner which ensures-

( 1) representation of a. broad range ot 
local government energy conservation and 
renewable energy resource development ini
tiatives; 

(2) an equitable distribution among local
ities of varying population size, and a fair 
representation of different types of ,political 
subdivision; 

(3) an equitable distribution among local
ities within each of the ten Federal admln
istra:tive regions; and 

( 4) adequate consideration of other 
demographic characteristics which the Sec
retary may deem relevant to the purposes 
of this Act. 

TITLE VI-LOCAL ENERGY REFERENCE 
CENTER 

ESTABLISHMENT OF LOCAL ENERGY REFERENCE 

CENTER 

SEc. 601. (a) The 'Secretary shall establish 
a Local Energy Reference Center, to serve 
as a data bank and information resource 
for localities throughout the Nation. The 
Local Energy Reference Center shall be 
established through a contractual arrange
ment with an organization experienced in 
information dissemination to localities, such 
as a national organization representing 
elected local government officials, or a con
sortium of such organizations. 

(b) The local Energy Reference Center 
shall have a paid, full-time director who 
is responsible for carrying out the provi
sions of section 602 and 603. 

RESPONSIBILITIES 

SEc. 602. The Local Energy Reference Cen
ter shall, to the maximum extent feasible

( 1) keep on file all documents published 
under tiMe IV, and compile a. periodically 
UJpdated list of such documents; 

(2) collect additional informat•ion which 
is relevant to the purposes of this Act; 

(3) develop a computer data base which 
maximizes the availability, flexibility, and 
usefulness of all information relevant to the 
purposes of this Act; 

(4) coordinate the activities of the Tech
nical Assistance Panel, established under 
title VII; 

(5) respond to requests by local officials 
for information on locally based measures 
to conserve energy or develop renewable 
energy resources, by-

( A) drawing upon the resources of the 
computer data base; 

(B) providing copies of documents pub
lished under title IV of this Act; 

(C) referring such requests to a member 
of the Technical Assistance Panel, estab
lished under title VII; or 

(D) referring such requests to appropri
ate public or private agencies, including the 
Federal Laboratory Consortium; the Na
tional Center for Appropriate Technology; 
national organizations representing elected 
State and local government officials; private, 
non-profit organizations; and private in
dustry; 

(6) organize conferences and seminars for 
local officials on issues relevant to the pur
poses of this Act; and 

(7) publicize to units of local government 
the services offered by the Center. 

TITLE VU-TECHN~CAL ASSISTANCE 
PANEL 

ESTABLISHMENT OF PANEL 

SEc. 701. The Local Energy Reference Cen
ter shall have responsibHity for coordinat
ing the activities of 'a Technical Assistance 
Panel, which shall serve as a.n information 
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resource for localities seeking to establish 
measures to conserve energy or develop re
newable energy resources. 

MEMBERSHIP 
SEc. 702. (a) Each locaUty receiving as

sistance under title IV shall design~te one 
person to serve on the Technical Assistance 
Panel, in accordance with the provisions of 
section 404(c). 

(b) The Secretary may appoint to the 
Panel up to 10 additional persons per year. 
These persons shall be knowledgeable a.nd ex
periences in the areas of energy conserva
tion and reneWla.ble energy resources devel
opment, and may be--

(1) officials from localities which have not 
received assistance under title IV; or 

(2) other members of the public. 
PANEL FUNCTIONS 

SEc. 703. (a) Panel members shall respond 
to information requests from localities and 
the Local Energy Reference Center by-

( 1) sending copies of the document or 
documents which they have published under 
title IV; or 

(2) en~aging in direct consultation via 
telephone or written correspondence. 

(b) Panel members may, subject to the ap
proval of the director of the Local Energy 
Reference Center, undertake site visits to 
assist local officials in investigating meas
ures to conserve energy or develop renewable 
energy resources. Localities receiving assist
ance through site visits shall provide a 
minimum of 50 percent of the expenses of 
such visits. The Local Energy Reference 
Center shall provide the remaining expenses. 

TITLE VIII-AUTHORIZATION OF 
APPROPRIATIONS 

AUTHORIZATIONS 
SEc. 801. (a) There are authorized to be 

appropriated for the ·purpose of carrying 
out the provisions of this Act, $15,000,000 for 
the fiscal year ending September 30, 1980; 
$20,000,000 for the fiscal year ending Septem
ber 30, 1981; and $20,000,000 for the fiscal 
year ending September 30, 1982. 

(b) Not less than sixty percent of the 
amount appropriated each year under sub
section (a) shall be distributed to localities 
according to the provisions of title III. 

(c) Not less than eight pe.rcent of the 
amount appropriated each yea.r under sub
section (a) shall be distributed to localities 
according to the provisions of title IV. 

(d) Not less than seven percent of the 
amount appropriated each year under sub
section (a) shall be used according to the 
provisions of titles VI and VII. 

COMMENTS ON THE LOCAL ENERGY MANAGEMENT 
ACT 

"As mayor of a large Northeastern city, I 
understand fully the problems of our nation's 
overdependence on imported oil and the need 
to develop viable energy conserva.tion meas
ures. The Northeast, with 70 percent of its 
residential oil and 30 percent of all its pe
troleum products coming from foreign mar
kets, is particularly vulnerable to rising OPEC 
prices and is thus intensely concerned with 
the development of alternatives to energy 
derived from fossil fuels. 

"I am extremely interested in and SIUp
portive of the Local Energy Management Act 
of 1979 .... This Act would finally provide 
local governments with both the incentives 
and the resources to pursue solutions to their 
energy problems .... Given the opportunity, 
local governments will display a level of cre
ativity in resolving their energy problems 
seldom seen on either the Federal or State 
level."-Mayor Kevin H. White, Boston, Mass. 

"We read with great pleasure your intro
duction of the Local Energy Management 
Act of 1979 .... We foresee great energy 
savings from this proposal at a very small 
Federal investment."-Bernard F. Hillen-

brand, Executive Director, National Associa
tion of Counties. 

"The Local Energy Management Act of 
1979 should certainly provide much-needed 
assistance to local governments. . . . 

"Davis has been besieged with demands 
from all over the United States and other 
countries . . . for information, presenta
tions, and explanations about its pro
gram .... 

"It is time for the Federal government to 
recognize and respond to the needs of local 
governments for information and technical 
assistance. The type of response at the local 
level to energy conservation is highly impor
tant to the achievement of national goals in 
the supply of energy."-Mayor Thomas J. 
Thomas!, Davis, Calif. 

"Your legislation shows a clear recognition 
of what the local level is capable of accom
plishing when working to conserve energy."
Mayor Charles Royer, Seattle, Wash. 

"I support the Local Energy Management 
Act as an appropriate means to stimulate 
energy conservation at the local government 
level. I am pleased that funds from this pro
posed legislation will be distributed among 
localities of varying population. Too often, 
smaller cities such as Galesburg cannot uti
lize the technology implemented in larger 
cities."-Mayor Robert w. Kimble, Galesburg, 
Ill. 

"The Local Energy Management Act. . . . 
would for the first time provide an organized 
system of energy assistance to local govern
ments designed to encourage city creativity, 
fill urban information gaps and make ex
pert advice available to local policymakers. 
The benefits the nation would derive from 
this legislation are likely to far outdistance 
the costs. 

". . . we are hopeful that this wm be the 
year in which the door is open for the full 
participation of cities in the development 
and implementation of national energy pol
icy."--John J. Gunther, Executive Director, 
U.S. Conference of Mayors. 

SUMMARY: LOCAL ENERGY MANAGEMENT AcT 
OF 1979 (SENATOR PERCY) 

GENERAL PURPOSES 
Localities • can play a central role in 

determining our nation's energy policy. These 
units of government can stimulate major 
energy savings and can foster the develop
ment of renewable resource-based technolo
gies, through building regulations, zoning 
codes, procurement guidelines, transporta
tion policies, loan programs, and educational 
campaigns. A concerted effort by localities 
nationwide to conserve energy and develop 
renewable energy resources could signifi
cantly lessen America's need for imported 
oil. 

In spite of their enormous potential, locali
ties are often crippled by a lack of informa
tion and technical expertise in the energy 
field. To date, the Federal government has 
done little to address this problem. 

The Local Energy Management Act of 1979 
is designed to stimulate broader local in
volvement in energy conservation and renew
able energy resources development. The three 
interlocking programs created by this Act 
would be assigned to the Secretary of Energy, 
who would administer them through the 
Assistant Secretary for Conservation and 
Solar Applications. These programs are out
lined below. 

DEMONSTRATION GRANT PROGRAM 
The Demonstration Grants Program would 

offer grants to selected localities for the de-

• For the purposes of thls Act, "locality" 
or "local unit of government" means any 
city, county, town, municipality, or other 
political subdivision which is a unit of gen
eral purpose local government of a State or 
United States 'territory. 

velopment of measures to conserve energy or 
promote the expanded use of renewable en
ergy resources. In applying for such grants, 
localities would be required to provide gen
eral demographic information and a brief 
description of their projected mechanisms 
for exploring energy conservation or renew
able energy resources development options. 

At the end of the grant period, each par
ticipating locality would be required to sub
mit to the Secretary a report describing: (1} 
those measures which it has introduced, or 
proposes to introduce, to conserve energy 
or develop renewable energy resources; (2) 
the present or potential effectiveness of such 
measures; (3) the capital requirements and 
administrative costs of implementing such 
measures; (4) the adopted or proposed fund
ing mechanisms for such measures; ( 5) the 
pay-back period for such measures; (6) the 
mechanisms adopted or proposed for the 
purpos~ of stimulating the involvement, 
where applicable, of private industry, par
ticularly small businesses; (7) the mecha
nisms adopted for the purpose of involving 
the public in energy policy development; 
and (8) the views of major interested 
parties, including low-income individuals 
where applicable, regarding the adopted and 
proposed measures. 

Demonstration ·Grants would be of one
or two-year duration, to be determined by 
the Secretary, and in no cases would exceed 
$80,000 per grantee. 

DOCUMENTATION AND DISTRIBUTION GRANTS 
PROGRAM 

The Documentation and Distribution 
Grants Program would provide funding to a 
maximum of sixty localities per year, for 
the purpose of preparing and distributing 
practical information on measures which 
they have undertaken, or propose to under
take, to conserve energy or develop renew
able energy resources. Grants would be 
awarded to localities whose proposed publi
cations would offer a unique contribution to 
the body of knowledge in these areas. Prior 
recipients of Demonstration Grants as well 
as other localities would be able to apply for 
grants under this program. 

Each recipient of a Documentation and 
Distribution Grant would be required to: 
(1) publish, within 60 days, a document or 
series of documents describing in detail its 
current and proposed energy conservation 
and renewable energy resources development 
measures; (2) make these published mate
rials available to other localities free of 
charge, either in response to direct requests 
from localities or in response to requests 
from the Local Energy Reference Center (de
scribed below); and (3) appoint one person 
to serve on a Technical Assistance Panel 
{described below), which would be coordi
nated by the Local Energy Reference Center. 

The Secretary would have discretionary 
power to waive or amend the general pro
gram requirements listed above, in cases 
where localities presented innovative pro
posals for preparing and distributing infor
mation about their programs (e.g., audio
visual presentations, mobile workshops, etc.) 

Documentation and Distribution Grants 
would be renewable, to meet ongoing print
ing and mailing costs. Renewed grants would 
not count towards the yearly maximum of 
sixty grants. 

LOCAL ENERGY REFERENCE CENTER 
The Local Energy Reference Center would 

serve as a data bank and clearinghouse for 
information on locally based energy con
servation and renewable energy resources 
development efforts. To minimize the Depart
ment of Energy's administrative burdens, and 
to make maximum use of existing resources, 
the Local Energy Reference Center would be 
established outside of the Department, 
through a contractual arrangement with an 
organization or a consortium of organizations 
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currently involved in disseminating informa
tion to local government officials. The con
tracted organization or consortium of orga
nizations would appoint a paid, full-time di
rector of the Center. 

The Center's responsibi11ties would be: (1) 
to keep on file and compile a periodically up
dated list of all materials published through 
the Documentation and Distribution Grants 
Program; (2) to collect information on other 
locally based initiatives; (3) to develop a 
computer data base to maximize the flex
ibi11ty and usefulness of the available in
formation; (4) to assemble a Technical As
sistance Panel (described below); (5) tore
spond to information requests from local 
officials, by drawing upon its own informa
tion resources or by referring such requests 
to a member of the Technical Assistance 
Panel or an appropriate public or private 
agency; (6) to organize conferences and sem
inars for local officials on issues pertaining 
to energy conservation and renewable energy 
resources development; and (7) to publicize 
the services offered by the Center. 

The Center would also be responsible for 
creating and maintaining a Technical Assist
ance Panel, to provide a vehicle for direct 
communication between localities which are 
working to conserve energy or develop renew
able energy resources. All localities receiving 
Documentation and Distribution Grants 
would be represented on the Panel. The Sec
retary would be empowered to appoint a 
maximum of ten additional qualified in
dividuals per year to serve on the Panel. 

Panel members would respond to informa
tion requests from localities and the Local 
Energy Reference Center by: ( 1) sending 
documents describing efforts with which they 
have been affiliated; (2) engaging in direct 
consultation via telephone or written corre
spondence; or (3) undertaking site visits. 
Localities receiving assistance through site 
visits would pay a minimum of 50 percent of 
the expenses of such visits. The Local Energy 
Reference Center would pay the remaining 
expenses. 

FUNDING 
Funding for the Local Energy Management 

Act would be $15 million for the first year, 
and $20 million for each of the second and 
third years. 

The Demonstration Grants Program would 
receive a minimum of 60 percent of the au
thorized funds; the Documentation and Dis
tribution Grants Program would receive at 
least 8 percent of the funds; and a minimum 
of 7 percent of the funds would be allocated 
to the Local Energy Reference Center, with 
some portion thereof, to be determined an
nually by its Secretary, to be earmarked for 
site visits by the Technical Assistance Panel. 

By Mr. JOHNSTON: 
S. 1538. A bill to amend section 210 of 

the Agriculture Act of 1956 (7 U.S.C. 
1859> to permit the donation of agri
cultural commodities acquired through 
operations under section 32 of Public 
Law 320, 74th Congress, as 1amended <7 
U.S.C. 623c), to certain penal and cor
rectional institutions; to the Committee 
on Agriculture, Nutrition, and Forestry. 
e Mr. JOHNSTON. Mr. President, today 
I am introducing legislation to amend 
section 210 of the Agriculture Act of 1956 
to permit the donation of agricultural 
commodities to certain charitable insti
tutions under section 32 of Public Law 
320, the Agriculture Act of 1935. 

Section 32 of the Agriculture Act of 
1935 empowers the Secretary of Agricul
ture to purchase and distribute surplus 
perishable commodities. These commod
ities including canned and frozen meats, 
cheeses, and various types of fruits and 

vegetables, are only available to school 
lunch programs, senior citizen nutrition 
programs, and State correctional insti
tutions for minors. This change would 
allow section 32 commodities to be dis
tributed to State and county correctional 
facilities classified as charitable institu
tions. 

With local correctional facilities facing 
the all too familiar budgetary squeeze 
caused by skyrocketing energy and, food 
prices, it is becoming increasingly more 
difficult for these facilities to provide 
adeqUJate diets for those confined. An ex
tension of section 32 would help ease the 
squeeze and provide more flexibility for 
the facilities limited dollar. Inasmuch as 
these institutions are eligible for section 
416 commodities, the mechanism is in 
place to distribute these commodities 
with little additional personnel. In addi
tion, this change would save storage costs 
for surplus goods. 

I believe this is a needed change and I 
hope it will be approved.• 

By Mr. PROXMIRE: 
S. 1539. A bill to provide for a study of 

foreign acquisitions of domestic financial 
institutions, to impose a moratorium on 
such acquisitions, and for other purposes; 
to the Committee on Banking, Housing, 
and Urban Affairs. 

FOREIGN BANK TAKEOVER ACT 

Mr. PROXMIRE. Mr. President, I send 
to the desk for appropiate reference a 
bill which will place a moratorium on the 
acquisition of U.S. banks over $100 mil
lion in assets by foreigners until April 1, 
1981. 

A healthy banking system is essential 
to the well being of our economy. Bank 
credit to communities is the lifeblood of 
commerce and industry. Monetary policy 
set by the Federal Reserve is translated 
into reality in the marketplace by banks. 
Since the banking system is so central to 
our way of life it is important that Amer
icans control their own financial destiny. 

Foreign banks have been and are wel
come in the United States. Until recently 
foreign banks enjoyed privileges that our 
own banks did not have to establish do
mestic deposit taking branches across 
State lines. In the last Congress, with the 
passage of the International Banking 
Act, the principle of competitive equality 
between foreign and domestic banks 
operating in the United States was estab
lished. 

Competitive equality means foreign 
banks are welcome here and are accepted 
and treated as our own. We expect our 
banks to be treated the same in countries 
where they operate. 

Unfortunately, foreign banks continue 
to operate in the United states in a man
ner which our own banks are forbidden 
and ways in which our own banks could 
not operate abroad. I refer, of course, to 
the ability of large foreign banks to ac
quire large American banks. Since 1970 
59 American banks with assets over $20 
billion have been acquired by foreign 
banks. Many of these have been in the 
multibillion range. 

We must proceed with caution, Mr. 
President, lest we wake up one morning 
and find some of our largest banks the 
subject of foreign takeovers. 

That is why this legislation I am today 
introducing places a moratorium on big 
bank acquisitions until the matter is 
thoroughly studied and Congress has had 
a chance to act. 

Mr. President, I want it clearly under
stood that foreign banks are welcome in 
the United States. During the period of 
the moratorium foreign banks can free
ly enter the United States de novo or by 
acquiring a small bank. This type of en
try improves competition and does not 
pose a threat of a world oligopoly 'by big 
foreign banks or to our own domestic in
terests. 

During the period of the moratorium 
the President is mandated to study and 
make recommendations to the Congress 
on the competitive foreign policy, credit 
granting, monetary policy, and safety 
and soundness implications of foreign 
bank takeovers of large U.S. banks. 

Mr. President, this bill will give this 
Congress a chance to make an informed 
decision respecting foreign bank take
overs. I commend this legislation to my 
colleagues and ask unanimous consent 
that the text of the bill be printed in the 
RECORD. 

There being no objection, the bill was 
ordered to be printed in the RECORD, as 
follows: 

s . 1539 
Be it enacted by the Senate and House oj 

,Representatives of the United States of 
America in Congress assembled, 

SHORT TITLE 
SECTION 1. This Act may be cited as the 

"Foreign Bank Takeover Act". 
MORATORIUM 

SEc. 2 . No foreign person may acquire any 
United States financial institution with as
sets of over $100 million prior to April 1, 1981. 

STUDY 
SEc. 3. The President, in consultation with 

the Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System, the Comptroller of the Cur
rency, the Board of Directors of the Federal 
Deposit Insurance Corporation, and the Fed
eral Home Loan Bank Board, shall conduct 
t>, study to determine-

( 1) the effect of foreign takeovers of do
mestic financial institutions on competition 
in world banking markets, in the national 
banking market of the United States, and in 
the regional banking markets within the 
United States; 

(2) the effect of foreign takeovers on cred
it-granting by domestic financial institu
tions; 

(3) the effect of foreign takeovers of do
mestic financial institutions on the mone
tary policy of the United States; 

(4) the potential impact of various pos
sible foreign policy changes, including 
changes of foreign governments, on domestic 
financial institutions which are owned or 
controlled by foreign persons; and 

(5) t;he adequacy of the current regula
tory structure and of the laws relating to 
domestic financial institutions to provide for 
the effective handling of any problems iden
tified in the course of such study. 
The President shall transmit to the Congress, 
not later than July 1, 1980, a report of the 
results of such study, including such recom
mendations for legislative, administrative, or 
other action as he deems appropriate. 

DEFINITIONS 
SEc. 4. As used in this Act--
( 1) "domestic financial institution" means 

any bank, mutual savings bank, or savings 
and loan association organized under the 
laws of any State or of the United States; 
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(2) "foreign person" means any foreign 

organization or individual resident in a for
eign country or any organization or indi
vidual owned or controlled by such organiza
tion or individual; and 

( 3) "takeover" means any .acquisition of 
the stock or assets of any domestic financial 
institution if, after such acquisition , the 
amount of stock or assets held is or will be 
five percent or more of the institution's stock 
or assets. 

By Mr. GOLDWATER (for him
self and Mr. DEICONCINI) : 

S.J. Res. 96. A joint resolution au
thorizing the President to proclaim Sep
tember 28, 1979, as "National Indian 
Day"; to the Committee on the 
Judiciary. 

AMERICAN INDIAN DAY 

e Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, it 
is my privilege today to introduce a joint 
resolution, together with my colleague 
from Arizona <Mr. DECONCINI) , to pro
claim September 28, 1979, as "National 
Indian Day." 

Mr. President, Indians, as we know 
them, settled in what we call the United 
States over 10,000 years ago. They have 
lived across the length and breadth of 
this land during those years and became 
concentrated originally in large tribes 
which today have been reduced in their 
numbers but, nevertheless, remain high 
with about 400 tribes within the con
tinental limits of the United States. 

We call ourselves Americans and we 
do this with great pride, but if there 
are original Americans living within the 
confines of the United States, those 
people have to be the American Indian. 

The impact of these people upon our 
daily lives is little realized by the average 
citizen of our country. There is hardly 
a State that does not contain many 
Indian names within their boundaries, 
names of rivers, mountains, valleys, and 
towns. The cultural contributions of the 
American Indian to our way of life is 
probably greater than any other source 
of culture and, yet, we fail to recognize 
this contribution. 

We have days named after nearly 
every source of origin of people in this 
country except the original ones, the 
Indian. Keep in mind that they have 
been here over 10,000 years and the first 
non-Indian set foot within the United 
States just a little over 400 years ago. 
If there is anyone or any group who 
should be recognized by an official day 
by our Government, it is the American 
Indian. 

Mr. President, our proposal passed 
the Senate unanimously on May 8, 1975, 
but it was not acted on by the House of 
Representatives. I hope, and urge, that 
the legislation will receive prompt at
tention in both Houses this year, and 
that the designation of "National Indian 
Day" will contribute to a greater public 
understanding of the American Indian. 

Mr. President, I ask that the text of 
the resolution be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the joint res
olution was ordered to be printed in the 
RECORD, as follows: 

S.J. RES. 96 

Whereas American Indians have made im
portant contributions to the cultural and 
social history of the Nation; and 

CXXV--1211-Pa.rt 15 

Whereas American Indians are now assum
ing a greater role in the economic life of the 
Nation; and 

Whereas it is appropriate to extend recog
nition to American Indians for their achieve
ments as citizens of the Nation: Now, there
fore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate and House of Rep
resentatives of the United States of America 
in Congress assembled, 'Dha.t the President 
of the United States is authorized and re
quested to issue a. proclamation designating 
September 28, 1979, as "National Indian Day", 
and calling upon the people of the United 
States to observe such day with appropriate 
ceremonies and activities.e 

ADDITIONAL COSPONSORS 
s. 1070 

At the request of Mr. PERCY, the Sen
ator from Colorado <Mr. ARMSTRONG) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1070, a bill to 
provide a 3-year residency requirement 
for aliens receiving supplemental secu
rity income benefits and to require every 
alien admitted for permanent residency 
to have a sponsor who will contract to 
support him for 3 years, or to have other 
means of support. 

s. 1112 

At the request of Mr. LEAHY, the Sen
ator from Michigan <Mr. LEVIN) was 
added as a cosponsor of S. 1112, a bill to 
eliminate the exemption for Congress or 
for the United States from the applica
tion of certain provisions of Federal law 
relating to employment, privacy, and so
cial security, and for other purposes. 

s. 1246 

At the request of Mr. KENNEDY, the 
Senator from Massachusetts <Mr. TsoN
GAS) was added as a cosponsor of S. 1246, 
the Energy Antimonopoly Act of 1979. 

s. 1250 

At the request of Mr. STEVENSON, the 
Senator from New Jersey <Mr. BRADLEY) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1250, the 
National Technology Innovation Act of 
1979. 

s. 1270 

At the request of Mr. JAviTs, the Sena
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH), 
the Senator from Rhode Isl·and (Mr. 
PELL), the Senator from Vermont <Mr. 
STAFFORD), and the 1Senatoc from Michi
gan <Mr. RIEGLE) were added as cospon
sors of S. 1270, the Basic Fuel Assistance 
Aot of 1979. 

s. 1289 

At the request of Mr. HEINZ, the Sena
tor from West Virginia (Mr. RANDOLPH) 
and the Senator from Maine <Mr. 
CoHEN) were added as cooponsors of S. 
1289, a bill to. amend title XVIII of the 
Social Security Act to eliminate discrim
ination with regard to coverage for treat
ment of mental illness under medicare 
and to include community mental health 
centers among the entities which may 
be qualified providers of service formed
icaJre purposes. 

s. 1465 

At the request of Mr. TALMADGE, the 
Senator from Mississippi <Mr. STENNIS) 
was added as a cosponsor of S. 1465, a 
bill to amend the Farm Credit Act of 
1971 to permit farm credit system insti
tutions to improve their services to bor
rowers, and for other purposes. 

S'ENATE RESOLUI'ION 184 

At the request of Mr. HELMS, the Sen
aJtor from California (Mr. CRANSTON) 
and the 'Senator from Indiana <Mr. 
BAYH) were :added as cosponsors of Sen
ate Resolution 184, regarding the matter 
of Josef Mengele. 

SENATE CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 17 

At the request of Mr. GLENN, he and 
the Senator from North Carolina <Mr. 
HELMs) and the Senator from Indiana 
<Mr. BAYH) were added as cosponsors of 
Senate Concurrent Resolution 17, to ex
press the sense of the Congress that a 
United Nations special investigatory 
commission should be est8iblished to se
cure a full ·accounting of Americans 
listed as missing in Southeast Asia. 

SENATE RESOLUTION 198-0RIGI
NAL RESOLUTION REPORTED IN
CREASING THE LIMITATION ON 
EXPENDITURES BY THE SELECT 
COMMITTEE ON INTELLIGENCE 

Mr. BAYH, from the Select Committee 
on Intelligence, reported the following 
original resolution, which was referred 
to the Committee on Rules and Ad
ministration: 

S. REs.198 
Resolved, That the first section of Senate 

Resolution 76, Ninety-sixth Congress, au
thorizing expenditures by the Select Com
mittee on Intelligence, agreed to March 7, 
1979, is amended by srtrildng out "$12,000" 
and inse<rt1ng in lieu thereo.f "$42,000". 

AMENDMENTS SUBMITTED FOR 
PRINTING 

EXPORT ADMINISTRATION ACT OF 
1979-S. 737 

AMENDMENTS NOS. 340 THROUGH 352 

<Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
the table.) 

Mr. JACKSON (for himself, Mr. 
NuNN, Mr. HoLLINGs, Mr. CoHEN, Mr. 
HATCH, Mr. HARRY F. BYRD, JR., Mr. 
TOWER, and Mr. MOYNIHAN) submitted 
13 amendments intended to be proposed 
by them, jointly, to S. 737, a bill to 
provide authority to regulate exports, to 
improve the efficiency of export regula
tion, and to minimize interference with 
the right to engage in commerce. 
o Mr. JACKSON. Mr. President, on be
half of myself and Senators NuNN, HoL
LINGs, COHEN, HATCH, HARRY F. BYRD, Mr. 
TOWER, and MOYNIHAN, I am today SUb
mitting several amendments to S. 737, 
the Export Administration Act of 1979. 

In recent days there have been con
firmed reports that the Kama River 
truck plant, built in the U.S.S.R. with 
American technology is turning out diesel 
engines for military vehicles. Also, in 
recent testimony before a House sub
committee, the then Acting Director of 
the Office of Export Administration 
<OEA) at the Commerce Department 
said that the export control process is 
"a shambles." In this connection, he 
pointed out that Department of Com
merce's judgments on license applica
tions are not reliable because of the 
"very, very strong trade promotion focus 
of the Department and a significant ap
plication backlog which precludes ade-
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quate analysis of applications. These 
matters are discussed in newspaper arti
cles by Jack Anderson (Washington 
Post-July 16 and 17, 1979) and Rich
ard Burt of the New York •nmes <May 
24, JWle 2 and 18, 1979). 

The proposed amendments are in
tended to encourage a more effective 
framework for the identification and 
effective control of exports of critical 
technologies which would make a sig
nificant contribution to the military po
tential of the Soviet Union and other 
coWltries which threaten U.S. national 
security. The improvements that would 
result from these amendments would 
also permit relaxation and elimination of 
Wlllecessary controls. These amendments 
are discussed in a "Dear Colleague" 
letter and in the explanations following 
each amendment. 

Mr. President, I ask unanimous con
sent that the aforementioned newspaper 
articles, the text of the amendments and 
explanatory statements, and the "Dear 
Colleague" letter be printed in the 
RECORD. 

'I1here being no objection, the amend
ments and material were ordered to be 
printed in the REcoRD, as follows: 

u.s. SENATE, 
Washington, D.C. June 16,1979. 

DEAR COLLEAGUE: The Senate will SOOn be 
considering S. 737, the Export Administration 
Act of 1979, which would amend and replace 
the existing Export Administration Act of 
1969. This law is the fundamental legislative 
charter for the control of exports of com
mercial and other civilian goods and tech
nologies which also have m111ta.ry applica
tions. Export controls are intended to pre
vent the transfer to nations which pose a. 
threat to our national security of goods and 
technologies which would make a. significant 
contribution to their m111ta.ry potential. 

In the last decade the Soviet Union has 
spent, for strategic nuclear forces alone, $104 
b1llion more than the United States. Only 
because of our considerable lead in so
phisticated technology have we been able to 
maintain a. miUta.ry balance in the face of a. 
massive Soviet investment in armaments and 
m111ta.ry forces . However, improvident, short
sighted sales of a.dlva.nced technology to the 
Soviet Union and a. loose and inefficient ex
port control system threaten to undermine 
the narrowing technology gap on which our 
security increasingly depends. 

In recent days there have been confirmed 
reports that the Kama. River truck plant, 
built in the USSR with American technology 
is turning out diesel engines for miilta.ry 
vehicles. Also, the Acting Director of the Of
fice of Export Administration (OEA) a.t the 
Commerce Department recently testified to a. 
House Subcommittee that the export control 
process is "a. shambles." In this connection, 
he pointed out that Department of Com
merce's judgments on license applications are 
not reliable because of the "very, very strong 
trade promotion focus of the Department" 
and a. significant application ,backlog which 
precludes adequate analysis of applications. 

With a view to encouraging a. more coher
ent system of controls on the export of so
phisticated technology to the Soviet Union 
and other countries whose military forces 
might threaten the United States and its 
a.ll1es, we have prepared several amendments 
to S. 737. These amendments would not im
pose any additional burdens on trade. Rather, 
they would provide a more effective frame
work !or the identification and effective con
trol of truly security sensitive technologies 
and for the relaxation and elimination of 
unnecessary controls. 

One series of proposed amendments would 
place the primary responsib111ty for formu
lating a. list of technologies and goods that 
would be subject to national security con
trols where it properly lies-with the Sec
retary of Defense. At present a.nd under 
S. 737 this respons1b111ty is lodged 1n the 
Department of Commerce a.nd the secretary 
of Defense has only a.n advisory role. The 
Commerce Department is over-burdened 
with some 70,000 license applications each 
year, and lacks the expertise to formulate 
the list of critical military technologies. 

The b111 provides that national security 
controls should give priority to critical tech
nologies a.n.d goods which transfer such tech
nology, but fails to specify the form of con
trol that should be imposed. If a. critica.l 
technologies approach to national security 
export controls is to achieve its purpose, 
there must be a. clear policy directive from 
Congress a.s to how these technologies and 
related goods should be controlled. 

Experience has shown that the Soviet 
Union and other' Warsaw Pact nations have 
acquired and will continue to seek advanced 
American technologies in order to enhance 
their m111ta.ry power. The bill would merely 
continue the status quo in which determi
nations of whether to permit export of a.n 
item to a. Oommunist nation are ma.de on 
an a.d hoc basis in the licensing process. 
llicenses may be granted on the basis that 
the recipient nation makes a. representation 
that the "end-use" will be non-military or 
on the basis that there are safeguards 
against diversions to mUita.ry use. 

However, end-use statements and sa.fe. 
guards provide no protection against the 
diversion of "critical" technology or goods. 
By definition, they consist of know-how or 
products which transfer know-how for which 
safeguards against diversion c8innot be de
vised. A proposed amendment would direct 
that, to the maximum pra.ctioable extent 
consistent with the provisions of the Act, 
exports of critical items shall be prohibited 
to nations threatening U.S. security. This 
would also have the benefit of obviating 
many unnecessary license proceedings. 

A related proposed amendment would di
rect that export of critical goods and tech
nologies to non-Communist nations be sub
ject to validated license controls which are 
reasonably designed to prevent the re-export 
of such critical items to Communist nations. 
Present export regulations generally do not 
control such exports of technologies. As a 
consequence, many sensitive technologies-
including those employed in the Cruise Mis
sile System--can be exported to most non
Communist nations without having to ob
tain advance clearance from the Govern
ment. Given this loophole, the opportunities 
for Soviet acquisition of U.S. technologies 
are alarming. 

In order to enable the Department of De
fense to carry out its responsi-bilities under 
the Act, a.n amendment would provide a spe
cific authorization for appropriations. 

We also propose to Mnend the Act by set
tLng down a. more serious evidentiary test 
before ooncluding thalt advanced technolo
gies or goods e.re a.va.ila.ble from sources other 
than the United states. Too often a. mere as
sertion of "foreign a.va.ila.bility" has been 
used to justify licenses to export when close 
investigation might have reveaJed th!llt 
United States suppliers exercised effective 
control over the goods or technology 
involved. 

In the event that potential foreign a.va.il
ab111ty exists, a. related amendme.rut would 
require the Secretary of State to certify that 
negotiations with the a.ppropriaJte fore-ign 
governments to eliminate such ava.ila.b111ty 
have not been successful prior to permitting 
an export. Also, in order to strengthen our 
Government's hand in eliminating foreign 
ava11ab11ity of critical goods and technolo
gies, we propose to authorize the President 
to take effective countermeasures aga4IlSit na-

tions that permit the sale of such technol
ogies or goods to countries threa.tening u.s. 
security. This provision would give the 
United States leverage i-t does not now have 
to discourage other countries from exploiting 
our effort to exercise reasonable controls on 
the fiow of ad va.nced technology to the So
viet Union and adversary nations. 

Another proposed amendment deals with 
a. section of rf:Jhe bill which would prov!de for 
the automatic decontrol of goods a.nd tech
nologies based upon projections of obsoles
cence. It is extremely difficult to predict with 
any degree of ·accuracy when goods or tech
nologies will become obsolete (i.e., no longer 
used) by U.S. standards. However, it is im
possi-ble to predict the rate of obsolescence by 
the st&nda.rds of the Soviet Union or other 
nations subject to nwtiona.l security controls. 
To suggest by law thBit ,these relative rates of 
obsolescence can be predicated with math
ematical precision is dangerous folly. Accord
ingly, the amendment would delete this 
automatic decontrol provision. 

We urge your considerat10111 and support of 
the foregoing and other 9/ttached amend
ments. If you would be interested in spon
soring or co-sponsoring one or more of those 
amendment, please have a. member of your 
staff contact Richard Perle a.t E~t. 4-9732 or 
Peter Sullivan at Ext. 4-9882. 

Sincerely, 
Henry M. Jackson, Ernest Hollings, Orrin 

G. H8itch, John Tower, Sam Nunn, Bill 
Cohen, Harry F. Byrd, Jr., Daniel P . 
Moynihan. 

[From the Washington Post, July 16, 1979] 
(By Jack Anderson) 

SoVIETS BUYING SENSrriVE U.S. COMPUTERS 
Greedy American businessmen reluctant 

bureaucratic regulators and detente-smitten 
presidents have combined to provide the So~ 
viet Union with sophisticated militarily use
ful machinery from our technological ar
senal. 

The workings of this incredible triple 
whammy were described a. few weeks ago to 
the House Armed Services Committee in se
cret testimony by Larry Brady, who was then 
the acting director of the Commeree Depart
ment's export office. 

Some years ago, remembenng Pearl Harbor 
and the U.S. scrap iron that had helped to 
build the Japanese war moohine, Congress 
pa.sred a law designed to ban the sale of 
"sensitive" products that could be converted 
to m111tary use by our communist adver
saries. Several thousand items on the "Com
modity Control List" can be exported sup
posedly only after careful review and ap
proval by federal watchdogs. 

But Brady told the House committee 
bluntly "The export control system, as it is 
today, is a. total shambles." The safeguards 
written into the regulations are "not worth 
the paper they're written on," he said. 

For example, before the Russians can get 
permission to purchase certain products, 
they must sign a statetment that they won't 
use the American-made hardware for mili
tary purposes. "Otherwise, we wouldn't ap
prove it," Brady explained. 

But sources told our as~ocia.te Dale Van 
Atta that there is no effective way to make 
sure the Soviets live up to their promise . 
Instead, the Commerce Department relies on 
the fox to guard the henhouse; on-site in
spections are made by representatives of the 
U.S. companies that sold the products. Not 
only are these employes of.ten non-Americans 
but they have a strong motive for ignoring 
any Soviet violations. Explained Brady: 
"The company wants to rell more . . . and 
he knows very well that if he reports a di
version [to m111ta.ry use], he's not going to be 
able to sell more." 

For the same selfish reason, American 
company executives are unlikely to squeal on 
their customers, another Commerce Depart-
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ment official told us. "Unless, they're super
patriots, they have a very large stake in not 
informing," he said. 

Yet sources told us it can be assumed any
thing ;that can be used for military purposes 
will be put to suoh use by the Russians. 
Brady oited one exa.mple to ·the commi.ttee: 
the huge Soviet truck plant on the Kama 
Rll.ver, largest of its k.!nd in the world. It 
was built with some $500 million worth of 
American designs, too·ls and computers. 

Brady testified vhat he had recently con
firmed the use of the Kama River plant to 
make mllitary vehicles and parts. "The file 
indicates that we knew at the time the 
license was made ... at the White House 
in 1974 . . . that they would manufacture 
more engU.nes than trucks," he said. 

Another top official told us, "Any reason
able individual knew then that the extra 
engines and other things would go to the 
miUta.ry." Despite objections on this score, 
then-Secretary of state Henry Kissinger 
approved the sale. 

Oomputers are the source of the most 
intense controversy. "For all practical pur
poses, when you export a computer, you lose 
control over it," Brady explained. There :is, 
he said, "no real way" it can be determined 
whether a computer has been diverted to 
military use. But last year President Carter 
approved the sale of a large plant for pro
ducing oil drill bits, and the plant includes 
e. oompute·r. 

One congressman expressed concern over 
the sale of computers in a fully automated 
traffic-control system for Kova Airport in 
Russda, noting the presence of "many bunk
ers" and jet fighters at the !acUity. 

Business firms and their polttical allies 
have been pressuring the Commerce Depart
ment to loosen the oontrols on exports still 
further. "We should begin to have a little 
more ba.ck·bone in the process," the out
spoken Bl'ady told the House committee .. 

Washington Whirl-More than one irate 
motorist has thoug'ht dt might be worth
while to "let 'em eat sand"-th8it is, to with
hold U.S. grain and other commodities from 
the oil-producing nations that are ripping 
us off. In December 1974, Iran's Shah 
Mohammed Reza Pahlevi, of all people, had 
a better idea. Concerned at the way infiation 
was drivdng up the oost of necessities the oil 
exporters were buying from the West, the 
shah proposed that the price of oil be tied 
to the price of 20 or 30 imported commo
dities. The price-indexing system found 
favor among several of the odl cartel nations, 
a State Department official told us. But no 
one in this country took the ddea seriously. 
Lost opportunities get zero miles per gallon. 

[From the Washington Post, July 17, 1979] 
(By Jack Anderson) 

Two WHO TALKED ARE SHIFTED 
Now and then, a brave soul will step out 

of the shadows of government, stand in 
the glare of publicity and declare the truth 
to all wllo wm listen This may lay him open 
to the most depressing harassments, for our 
society has not yet outgrown the hoodlum 
ethos, whiclh honors the man who covers 
up his boss's deviousness above the em
ploye who exposes it. Here is the story of 
two men who dared to speak up. 

Larry Brady: He is a Commerce Depart
ment official who was rash enough to give a 
congressional committee his honest opinion 
about the Carter administration's dealings 
with the Soviet Union. Hils boss, Stanley 
Marcuss, had just finished painting a rosy 
picture of the export office's control over 
what is sold to the Russians. 

As we reported earlier, Brady told the 
committee that the export office was ap
proving sales to the Soviets of sophisticated 
computers and other technology that could 
be diverted to milltary purposes. The testi
mony, taken in secret, has not yet been re
leased to the public. 

For giving Congress testimony that con
tradicted the official line, Brady already has 
been reprimanded, transferred and advised 
to stop talking to Congress or reporters. 

Brady was acting director of the export 
office when he was called as a witness. He 
entered a mild demurrer to his superior's 
testimony, stating that in his opinion the 
safeguards against military use of American 
imports were not adequate. 

Next day, when Brady resumed his closed
door testimony, he told the congressmen he 
had been called that morning by Marcuss, 
who "indicated he was a little uptight with 
the remark I had made last nig'ht about safe
guards." 

Chairman Richard !chord (D-Mo.) as
serted the committee's right to get straight 
testimony from government witnesses. He 
noted that the Office of Management and 
Budget had threatened several witnesses 
during the export hearings. Such threats, 
he warned, "could very well be the sub
ject of separate hearings." 

Perhaps emboldened by this encourage
ment, Brady proceeded to speak frankly: The 
export control system, he said, "is a total 
shambles." Shortly after his heretical testi
mony, he was bounced from his job. Yet 
sources told our associate Dale Van Atta 
that Brady had been considered "very com
petent" until he testified so forthrightly. 

Brady wasn't actually fired. He was given 
the post of deputy director of the export con
trol unit-but only on condition that he not 
talk to Congress or the press without prior 
clearance from his higherups. Our sources 
say he hasn't yet agreed to this condition. 

When we contacted him, Brady said he 
couldn't comment on either his secret con
gressional testimony or his present job situa
tion. 

Dennis Bossard: He was a court stenog
rapher who refused to be bullied into lying 
to cover up an improper remark by U.S. Dis
trict Judge John H. Pratt. For defying the 
judge and sticking to the truth, Bossard was 
fired. 

As we reported earlier, Judge Pratt, aware 
of the impropriety of a remark he had made 
on the bench, sent his secretary to persuade 
Bossard to delete the remark from his tran
script of the court proceedings. Destroying 
court records happens to be a felony, and 
Bossard quite rightly refused the request. 
Instead, he blew the whistle on Pratt. 

During the subsequent FBI investigation 
of the incident, Pratt denied having an in
criminating conversation with Bossard-un
aware that the court reporter had secretly 
taped the conversation. Despite the damning 
evidence of the tape, both Pratt and his sec
retary got off scot free. 

Bossard was not so lucky. Though he taped 
the conversation for his own protection and 
the tape was turned over to the FBI, he was 
left to the mercy of the judge's wrath. 

Pratt angrily notified Bossard's boss that 
he no longer would allow the stenographer 
to work in his courtroom. The judge cited 
other reasons for his action, but court 
sources told our associate Gary Cohn there 
was no doubt Pratt was taking vengeance on 
Bossard. 

Then one of .Pratt's buddies, Judge John 
Lewis Smith Jr., also ruled that Bossard 
would not be allowed in his courtroom. And 
another, Judge Oliver Gasch, gr1lled court 
employes about Bossard and turned the re
sults of his "investigation" over to Pratt. 

The court clerk, James Davey, finally told 
Bossard he was fired because he had taped 
the embarrassing conversation with Pratt. 
Still hoping the system works, Bossard has 
filed an appeal with Chief Justice William B. 
Bryant of the Washington, D.C. district. 
Bryant has put Bossard back on the payroll 
for the time being until he makes his final 
decision in the next few weeks. 

(From the New York Times, May 24, 1979] 
SOVIET TRUCK PLANT LINKED TO MILITARY 

(By Richard Burt) 
WASHINGTON.-United States intelligence 

officials said today that a Soviet truck-manu
facturing plant built with American help 
was producing engines for m111tary vehicles. 

According to the officials, a Central Intelli
gence Agency officer, testifying at a closed 
hearing of the House Armed Services subcom
mittee, confirmed a secret Government re
port that said some of the 50,000 diesel en
gines produced annually at the truck plant 
were being installed in military vehicles. 

The witness Hans Heymann, who is the 
C.I.A.'s national intelligence officer for po
litical and economic .affairs, did not say how 
many of the diesel engines were being di
verted for military use. 

Officials of the Defense Department and 
the Commerce Department said the apparent 
production of the engines for military use 
did not violate any existing trade under
standing. They also said that the equipment 
sold to the Soviet Union for the construction 
of the truck plant had been considered to 
pose no significant security risks to the 
United States. 

DEBATE OVER EXPORT LICENSING 

The disclosure comes in the middle of a 
debate on Capitol Hill over proposed amend
ments to the 1969 Export Administration Act 
that would modify procedures for approving 
the sale of industrial goods to the Soviet 
Union. Critics of the amendments said Mr. 
Heymann's testimony demonstrated the risks 
of loosening restrictions on the transfer of 
technology. 

The truck plant, which is located on the 
Kama River at Naberezhnyye Chelny, 500 
miles east of Moscow, was designed to pro
duce 150,000 trucks and 250,000 engines a 
year when completed. The first stage of the 
plant that has been completed assembled its 
first trucks in 1976 and, according to Soviet 
plans, is scheduled to turn out 70,000 trucks 
this year. 

About 30 percent of the plant's equipment 
is said to have been purchased from Ameri
can concerns, including International Busi
ness Machines Corporation, Swindell-Dress
ler Company of Pittsburgh and Inger.soll
Rand of Rockford, Ill. The equipment con
sists of $500 m1llion worth of machine tools, 
computers, foundries and industrial designs .. 

U.S. EXPECTED SOME MILITARY USE 

Pentagon officials have said that, while 
the United States recognized that the com
plex could be used for military purposes, 
the sales had been approved on the assump
tion that the plant would be used mainly 
to produce civilian trucks. 

But the Defense Department officials ac
knowledged that the American Embassy in 
Moscow, in a report to Secretary of Defense 
Harold Brown in March, said that, in line 
with Soviet practice, the plant was being 
used for both civil and military production. 

The embassy report, which was obtained 
by The New York Times, said that a team of 
Ingersoll-Rand engineers had visited the 
plant earlier this year and later told em
bassy officials: "From what we saw, it ap
pears that many of the engines are going 
into military trucks and other military ve
hicles, such as armored personnel carriers 
and assualt vehicles." 

"In approving the sales, our basic con
sideration was that if we did not make the 
sales, other Western nations would," e. Pen
tagon official said. 

Nevertheless the reports of military pro
duction have fostered opposition in the 
House to the amendments to the Export Ad
ministration Act, which are being offered 
by Representative Jonathan B. Bingham, 
Democrat of New York, and others. The 
amendments would speed the process of 
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approving export licenses by no longer re
quiring the Commerce Department to ap
prove sales on a case-by-case basis. Similar 
legislation is being sponsored in the Senate 
by Adla.d E. Stevenson, Demcx:ra.t of Illinois. 

WOLFF OFFERS OWN AMENDMENTS 
The legislation is cri·ticized by some 

members of Congress who maintain that 
easing the gr11.nting of export licenses could 
work to enhance Soviet military potential. 
As a result, Representative Lester L. Wolff, 
Democrat of New York, and others are sup
porting their own amendments giving the 
Defense Department a larger role in the li
censing process and restricting basic tech
nologies that could be exploited !or m111tary 
ends. 

So !ar, the Administration's position on 
the amendments is unclear. Secretary o! 
Commerce Juanita M. Kreps is known to 
be pressing for fewer controls, but she is 
being resisted by officials in the Defense 
Department and in the White House who 
would like to use trade as a lever in rela
tions with the Soviet Union. 

[From the New York Times, June 2, 1979) 
U.S. AIDE SAYS CURBS ON EXPORT OF TECH

NOLOGY TO SOVIET ARE LAX 
(By Richard Burt) 

WASHINGTON.-A Commerce Department 
otHcial responsible for monitoring the sale 
o! advanced technology to the Soviet Union 
and other Communist countries has told a 
Congressional subcommittee that the Gov
ernment's system o! export controls is "a 
total shambles." 

The statement was made by Lawrence J. 
Brady, director of the Office of Export Ad
ministration, at a closed hearing last week 
o! the House Armed Services subcommittee 
on research and development. 

Asked to give his view on the trade con
trols, Mr. Brady asserted that, at present, 1t 
was nearly impossible !or the Carter Admin
istration to insure that advanced technology 
equipment shipped to the Soviet Union was 
not diverted to mtlitary uses. 

ENGINES PUT IN MILITARY VEHICLES 
As an lllustrat!on, he cited a recent dis

closure that engines produced by the Soviet 
Union's huge Kama River truck plant, bullt 
with large-scale American assistance, were 
being installed in armored personnel car
riers and assault vehicles. 

In his testimony and in an interview this 
week, Mr. Brady also maintained that the 
Commerce Department and other agencies 
involved in approving sales to Moscow had 
not been entirely candid in explaining prob
lems o! the export control system to Con
gress. 

"The system is in really bad shape," he 
told the subcommittee, in testimony ob
tained by The New York Times. "We have a 
larger backlog of cases than we've ever had 
and we're getting more in." 

Mr. Brady's views are in sharp contrast 
With the views of his superior, Stanley J. 
Marcuss, Senior Deputy Assistant Secretary 
!or Industry and Trade, who told the House 
subcommittee on May 23 that the Adminis
tration's export precautions "are sufficient 
to insure our national security." 

CONTROVERSY GROWS ON ISSUE 
The split between Mr. Brady and Mr. 

Marcuss is indicative of a controversy that 
is bo111ng up within the Administration 
over the effectiveness of controls on the sale 
o! advanced American products to the Soviet 
Union. In part, the controversy has been 
stimulated by amendments to the 1969 Ex
port Administration Act, now being debated 
on Capitol Hill, which would ease the grant
ing of export licenses. 

But it also reflects a much wider debate 
in Government circles over whether the 
summit meeting be.tween President Carter 

and Leonid I. Brezhnev, the Soviet leader, 
later this month should be an occasion !or 
starting a new campaign to expand trade 
with the Soviet-blcx: countries. 

Several senior Administration aides, in
cluding Secretary o! Commerce Juanita M. 
Kreps and Secretary o! State Cyrus R. Vance, 
are known to favor increased trade, but. aides 
in the Defense Department and the White 
House's National Security Council are more 
skeptical. 

LACK OP SAFEGUARDS ON USE 
A notable concern of critics o! the existing 

export control system is that the Adminis
tration has inadvertently added to Moscow's 
military potential by granting export licenses 
for equipment and then fa111ng to insure 
adequate measures to guard against diver
sions to mmtary use. 

According to Mr. Brady, the Administra
tion last year denied only about 200 to 300 
sales to Soviet-bloc nations o! a total o! more 
than 7,000 cases considered. He said that the 
Commerce Department supported virtually 
every sale suggested by private industry and 
that only objections by the Pentagon had led 
to certain sales being turned down. 

[From the New York Times, June 18, 1979) 
TECHNOLOGY SALES RULES UNDER F'IRE 

(By Richard Burt) 
WASHINGTON.-The Carter Administration's 

system !or controlllng exports to the Soviet 
Union is suddenly under fire. Businessmen 
and politicians complain that it is too cum
bersome, and security-minded Government 
officials !ear that it has failed to keep Amer
ican equipment from being used for military 
purposes. 

The system !or approving sales o! ad
vanced technology by American companies 
to Communist nations has frequently 
aroused controversy in the past. But the is
sue has taken on . new importance with the 
Administration's interest in finding a way to 
normalize trade relations With the Soviet 
Union, one of the matters being discussed 
at the current meeting between Mr. Carter 
and Leonid I. Brezhnev, the Soviet leader, in 
Vienna. 

BUREAUCRATIC FEUDS CITED 
In recent interviews, White House, Com

merce Department and Pentagon aides dis
closed that bureaucratic feuding, a lack of 
high-level interest and gaps in intelllgence 
had created serious problems for administer
ing the export system. The otHcials said there 
was also little agreement in the Administra
tion or the Congress over how the complex 
licensing system might be improved. 

Legislators are battling over several pro
posed amendments to the 1969 Export Ad
ministration Act. Some of the amendments, 
such as imposing deadlines for Government 
response to sales proposals, are designed to 
facilitate greater trade. But others, such as 
giving the Defense Department a larger role 
in approving trade deals, are meant to do 
just the opposite. 

"What we have is the worst of both worlds," 
said one Defense official involved in approv
ing export licenses. "Companies are furious 
over what they see as all the impediments 
in doing business with Moscow but at the 
same time, we are not very successful in 
controlling the technology with real mili
tary potential." 

Within the Administration, too, propo
nents o! increasing trade are contending with 
officials who .are concerned about the pos
sible danger to Western security of selllng 
Moscow advanced computers, machine tools 
and electrical equipment. 

Under the present system, if an item is 
one of the several thousand prOducts listed 
on the Government's Commodity Control 
List, an interagency Operating Committee, 
headed by the Commerce Department, must 
pass on the proposed sale. 

Representative Jonathan B. Bingham, 

Democrat o! New York, is sponsoring legis
lation to streamline this process. He charges 
that companies can wait months and even 
years before their proposed sales a.re ap
proved. Such delays, he added, allow sup
pliers in other countries to take business 
away from American companies. By one 
count, the Commerce Department has a 
backlog of some 2,000 requests for licenses 
on exports to the East. 

While acknowledging the bureaucratic 
obstacles, Defense Department and some 
White House aides said that 95 percent of 
the nearly 7,000 requests last year !or the 
sale o! sophisticated hardware to Moscow 
were approved. 

3-YEAR WAIT HURTS COMPANY 
But Mr. Bingham cited one instance in 

which an American company waited more 
than three years to obtain an export license 
to sell a process for fabricating metal skin 
for commercial aircraft. By> the time the deal 
was appro·ved, he said, Moscow had already 
bought the technology from a French com
pany. 

Upset over the red tape involved in ex
porting to the East, several companies, par
ticularly computer concerns such as the Con
trol Data Corporation and Sperry-Univac, 
have begun to push for less restrictive con
trols on Ca.pitol Hlll. They have been aided 
in this effort by such pro-trade groups as 
the National Governors Conference. 

Other critics of the system are more con
cerned about the national security conse
quences of exports. 

In most cases, American companies are 
directed to obtain "end use" agreements with 
Communist governments that prohibit them 
from diverting American technology to m111-
tary uses. But the belief is widespread in 
the Pentagon that the accords are not prop. 
erly monitored. 

As one example, in closed testimony late 
last month to a session o! the House Anned 
Services Committee, Lawrence Brady, acting 
director of the Commerce Department's 
Office o! Export Administration, said there 
was evidence to suggest that computers in
stalled by> the International Business Ma
chines Corporation at the Kama River truck 
plant were being used in the production of 
military vehicles. 

At the Pentagon, other officials contend 
that Moscow has used Americans seismic 
equipment to enhance its antisubmarine 
warfare potential and that American machine 
tools for producing precision ball-bearings 
have probably helped Soviet engineers to 
develop multiple warheads for new intercon
tinental misslles. 

According to officials in several agencies, 
the problem is made worse by a lack of high
level attention given to export controls. 

At the Central Intelllgence Agency, otHcials 
asserted that little work had been done on 
whether American exports had significantly 
added to Soviet military potential-in part, 
they said, because the topic !ailed to excite 
Stansfield Turner, the C.I.A. director. 

SENIOR OFFICIALS DISAGREE 
Even when senior Administration aides do 

focus on export controls, they frequently 
disagree. Last summer, for example, Zbigniew 
Brzezinski, Mr. Carter's national security ad
viser, and James R. Schlesinger, Secretary of 
Energy, pushed for controls to be placed on 
the sale of oil technology to Moscow. That 
move was strongly resisted by Secretary of 
Commerce Juanita M. Kreps and Secretary of 
State Cyrus R. Vance. 

In the absence of high-level attention, dis
putes between middle-level otHcials assumed 
greater significance. 

The infighting is apparently most intense 
in the Commerce Department. While Mr. 
Brady of the department's Office of Export 
·Administration favors tougher controls, his 
superior, Stanley Marcuss, the principal dep
uty assistant secretary for trade and indus
try, backs increased trade with the East. 
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KEY POSTS LEFT UNFILLED 

According to Mr. Brady, their dispute has 
contributed to delays and confusion in the 
export control system because the two offi
cials have been unable to agree on how 
specific export requests should be handled. 
In an interview, he charged that morale in 
the Office of Export Administration was at 
"rock bottom" and asserted that senior Com
merce Department officials had allowed key 
posts in the office to remain vacant for 
months. 

In response, Mr. Marcuss denied that he 
had downgraded the Office of Export Admin
istration and said a "vigorous search" was 
under way for qualified people for the un
filled positions. He also contended that the 
problems that beset the export control proc
ess were not simply a result of internal 
disputes. 

"This is an inherently difficult system to 
administer," he said. "Unless you want to 
impose a strict embargo on trade with the 
Soviet Union, and nobody does, you are go
ing to encounter differences that lead to a 
certain amount of delay and confusion." 

Beginning with page 60, line 25, through 
page 61, line 1, strike out "The Secretary of 
Commerce, in consultation with the Secre
tary of Defense" and insert in lieu thereof 
"The Secretary of Defense, in consultation 
with the Secretary of Commerce, and as ap
propriate, other departments and agencies 
and technical advisory committees". 

On page 63 line 15, strike out "The Secre
tary of Commerce" and insert in lieu there
of "Subject to .the authority of the Secretary 
of Defense under subsection (a} (2} (B) of 
this section, the Secretary of Commerce". 

On page 64, line 3, after the period, insert 
the following: "The provisions of this para
graph relating to revisions and changes in 
such list and assessment of foreign ava1la
b111ty apply also to the functions of the Sec
retary of Defense under subsection (a) (2) 
(B) of this section.". 

At the bottom of page 99, add the follow
ing: 

"(d) The Secretary of Defense shall have 
the same authorities and responsib111ties as 
the Secretary of Commerce under paragraphs 
( 1} through ( 5) of subsection (c) in order 
to carry out his responsibil1ties under this 
Act.". 

Explanation: The first part of this amend
ment would give the Secretary of Defense 
primary responsib111ty for identifying goods 
and technologies which are subject to na
tional security controls. The primary respon
sibil1ty for administration and enforcement 
of these controls would remain with the Sec
retary of Commerce. 

The second part of the amendment is a 
conforming change reflecting the amend
ment giving the Secretary of Defense primary 
responsib111ty for identifying goods and 
technologies to be subject to national secur
ity controls. 

The third party of the amendment is 
merely a conforming change to reflect the 
above amendment to Section 4(a} (2} (B) 
giving the Secretary of Defense the primary 
responsib111ty for preparing the list of goods 
and technologies subject to controls for na
tional security purposes. 

The fourth part of the amendment merely 
speclfically authorizes the Secretary of De
fense to use technical advisory committees, 
subject to the same conditions as those ap
plicable to the Secretary of Commerce, to 
assist him in carrying out his responsibil1ties 
under the Act. 

On page 60, line 22, strike out "military 
systems" and insert in lieu thereof "capabil1-
ties". 

On page 61, lines 6 through 10, strike out 
"for the purpose of insuring that such con
trols are limited, to the maximum extent 
possible consistent with the purposes of this 
Act, to such m111tar1ly critical goods and 
technologies and the mechanisms through 

which they may be effectively transferred" 
and insert in lieu thereof "for the purpose 
of insuring -that such controls cover and 
(to the maximum extent consistent with 
the purposes of this Act) are limited to such 
critical goods and technologies and the 
mechanisms through which they may be 
effectively transferred". 

Expl·anation: The substitution of the word 
'"c8ipa.b111ties" for the words "military sys
tems" is intended to remove an ambig·uity 
tha.t could result in a misrea.ding of the 
criterie. for "critical" goods and technologies. 
The concept of critical technology and 
g-oods is not limited to technology and goods 
critical to the design, production, etc. of 
"military systems," but to e.ny "capa.blll.;ties" 
which would make a significant contribution 
to the military potential of an adversary 
nation. This clarifying amendment would 
reflect the fact that the Act deaJs with tech
nologies and goods which have dual (civ111an; 
mllitary} uses. 

The other part of the amendment would 
conform other language 1n Section 4(a} (2} 
(B) to the foregoing amendment and, in 
addition, make it clear that the purpose of 
the review is to insure that con trois cover 
critical goods and technologies, •as well as to 
insure that they are limited to such critical 
items. 

On page 61, line 10, after the period add 
the following: "Rules and regulations for 
national security purposes shall, to the maxi
mum possible extent consistent with the 
provisions of this Act, (i} prohibit the ex
port of critica.l goods and technologies to 
nations whi·ch ·are deemed to be a threat to 
the national security of the United states; 
and ( 11} impose validated license controls 
which are reasonably designed to prevent 
the re-export of suc.h critical goods and 
technologies by other nations to nations 
threatening the national security of the 
United States.". 

Explanation : There is generally no basds 
for permitting export to Communist nations 
of critical goods and technologies. There 
are no safeguards against directing dual
use oritic:a.l technologies Ito mildrta.ry use. 
Also, critical goods \by definition are gen
erally those Which would tmnsfer critical 
technology. Thus, the amendment wOII.lld 
diTect that criticaJ goods and technologies 
be subjedt to embargo. The amendment 
would have the added benefit of red>u.cing the 

. adm1n!istra.tive burden of haVling to process 
many applications for licenses to export 
critical items to Communist nations. At 'the 
present time many technologies (including 
those involved in such important advanced 
U.S. weapons systems as the Oruise M:isslle) 
can be exported rto non-Commundst naticms 
without having to obtain a validated Ucense. 
The resulting Ia.ck of control creates sub
stantial and unevaluated risks that sensitive 
technologies may be aoquired by :firms front
ing fOil' CommU!Ilist nations or otherwise 
diverted to Communist countries. Thus the 
amendment would subject CTdltical goods 
and technologies to validated license con
trol to non-Communist countries. The 
amendment wouiJ.d also make clear that the 
types of oontrols specified should be im
posed to maximum possible extent consist
ent with the policies and provisions of this 
Aot, whtoh would linclude the foreign av9111-
abU1ty provisions. 

Beginning with "In" on page 81, line 14, 
strike out through the period on page 82, 
line 4. 

Explanation: The provdsion of the b111, 
which th'is amendment woru:ld delete, sug
gests that the ertent to which goods and 
technologiies become "obsolete with respect 
to the national security of the United States" 
is prediCitable and measurable. The th~t of 
this provision is t1o use a simple minded 
litmus paper test of the national security 
significance of goods and technologies in 
lieu of factual investigation and teahnical 
analysis. It is certa1nly possible for 'lthe 

United States to determine :whether a good 
or technology is obsolete by U.S. standards. 
But it is extremely difficuLt to make reliable 
predictions as to when goods or tec.hnolo~es 
not presently obsolete will actua.lly become 
obsolete; i.e., no longer used by the United 
Sta.tes. In amJy case, an item whdch is ob
solete by U.S. standards may nevertheless 
make a sign1fic81nt contribution to the 
military potential of the Soviet Union or 
other a.d·versa.ry nation. Any index whtch 
removes controls on goods a.nd technologies 
based upon when they wm become obsolete 
by Soviet sta..ndards wou~d be an exercise in 
dangerous speculation. The pra.cticaJ net 
result wOII.lld be to a.ssure that the :techno
logiool gap between Soviets and the United 
States would never be greater than the in
crement of obsolescence specified in tthe 
index. 

The second part of the amendment is only 
a conforming cha4lge. 

On page 63, line 6, after the period insert 
"With respect to controls imposed for na
tional security purposes, a finding of foreign 
availab111ty which is the basis of a decision 
to grant a license for, or to remove a control 
on the export of a good or technology, shall 
be made in writing and be supported by re
liable evidence, such as scientific or physical 
examination, expert opinion based upon ade
quate factual information, or intell1gence 
information. In assessing foreign availabil1ty, 
no weight may be accorded representations 
as to foreign availab1Uty by an applicant for 
an export license, unless sworn to in writing 
by the chief executive officer of the applicant. 
Such sworn representations without ade
quate independent corroboration shall not 
constitute reliable evidence.". 

Explanation: Control and license decisions 
are too frequently based upon inadequate 
evidence of foreign avallab111ty, particularly 
as it pertains to qualitative and quantitative 
aspects. It appears that many foreign ava11-
ab111ty determinations are predicated upon 
unsworn and unverified assertions 'by per
spective exporters. A recent GAO report 
found that tl~e government has failed to im
plement the foreign availab111ty provisions 
of the Export Administration Act. The report 
pointed out the lack of accountab111ty for 
this function. This amendment would rec
tify the situation by specifying that foreign 
ava1lab111ty findings must be based upon 
reliable evidence reflected in written findings. 

On page 63, line 11, after the period in
sert the following: "A technology or good 
which is proposed for, or subject to, export 
control for national security purposes and 
which is not possessed in comparable qual
ity or quantity by a nation or combination 
of nations threatening the national security 
of the United States shall not be deemed to 
be available to such nation or nations from 
foreign sources until the Secretary of State 
certifies in writing that· negotitions with the 
appropriate foreign governments for the pur
pose of eliminating foreign avallab111ty have 
not been successful. In order to secure co
operation of foreign governments in elimi
nating ava1lab111ty of critical goods and 
technologies, the President is authorized, 

except as otherwise prohibited by law, to 
impose trade or other commercial sanctions, 
including but not limited to prohibiting ex
ports of all or certain technology or goods 
to such a nation, or prohibiting imports of 
all or certain technology or goods from such 
a nation. Within one year after the date of 
enactment of this Act, the President shall 
submit a report to Congress on the specific 
limitations other provisions of law impose 
on the exercise of his authority under this 
subparagraph, together with his recom
mendations.". 

Explanation: It appears that foreign 
availability determinations are frequently 
predicated upon findings of potential for
eign availiab111ty without making any real 
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effort to eliminate potential foreign ava11-
ab111ty by diplomacy. The amendment would 
require that efforts precede a finding of 
foreign availab111ty. The Bill would super
sede the provisions of the Battle Act which 
authorize the President to withdraw m111· 
tary or economic assistance from nations 
which refuse to cooperate with U.S. export 
controls. As a consequence, in administer· 
lng controls under the Export Administra
tion Act, the Bill would leave the President 
with no bargaining leverage to secure co· 
operation. The Battle Act authorities to 
withdraw economic and m111tary assistance 
may have made sense in 1951 when that law 
was enacted, but such withdrawal is not a 
very effective tool today. However, the United 
States has a substantial potential economic 
leverage which it ought to employ to ad
vance our national security interests. 

Section 3(a) (4) of the B111 states that it is 
the policy of the United States to "use its 
economic resources and trade potential" to 
further its national security objectives. How
ever, the Blll fails to confer upon the Presi
dent any substantive authority to effectuate 
this policy. Thus the amendment would au
thorize the President to take trade and other 
commercial actions to secure cooperation, 
except a.s otherwise provided by law. The ex
ception is intended to ta.ke into account the 
poss1b111ty that certain U.S. treaty obllga
tlons may limit the President's authority. 
In this connection, the amendment directs 
the President to report to the Congress with
in one year of the enactment of this legisla
tion on the specific treaties and sta t1st1cs 
and other laws that may limit his authority 
under the amendment, together with his 
recommendations. 

On page 80, line 19, strike out "The" and 
Insert in lieu thereof "Subject to the pro
visions of section 4(a) (2) (E), the". 

Explanation: •Section 4(n) of the Blll di
rects the President to enter negotiations with 
COCOM nations with a view toward reach
ing an agreement to modify the scope of the 
export controls imposed by COCOM member 
agreement to a level "accepted and enforced 
by all governments" participating in COCOM. 
COCOM operates by the rule of unanimity 
and one or more member nations may suc
cumb to the temptation of short-term com
mercial trade advantage at the expense of 
their own national security. 

Prior to both world wars, Germany's great
est trading partners were Great Britain and 
France. The lessons of history may be lost 
on some of our ames who want to expand 
trade with the Soviet Union and other Com
munist nations. Thus, it is important that 
the United States not adopt a policy which 
permits or might lead to controls to be 
establlshed only at the level agreed to by 
other nations. Thus, the amendment would 
make Section 4(n) "subject to" Section 4 
(a) (2) (E), which requires negotiations to 
ellminate foreign availab111ty and author
izes the President to take measures to se
cure cooperations in ellmlnating foreign 
avallablllty and to impose controls not
withstanding foreign avalla.b111ty necessary 
to protect our national security. 

On page 65, line 21, strike out "To" and 
insert in lieu thereof "Subject to sections 
4(a) (2) (B) and 4(a) (2) (E), to". 

Explanation: The amendment makes it 
clear that the preference for multilateral 
controls and qualified licenses are subject to 
the provision in Section 4(a) (2) (B) for spe
cific controls of critical goods and tech
nologies and the procedures in Section 4(a) 
(2) (E) designed to secure cooperation of 
foreign governments in controll1ng security 
sensitive goods and technologies. 

On page 64, line 7, after the period, Insert 
the following: "Each department or agency 
of the United States with responsibllitles 
with respect to export controls, including in
tell1gence agencies, shall furnish information 
concerning foreign availability of such goods 
and technologies to the Office of Export Ad
ministration and such Office shall furnish 

the information it gathers and receives to 
such departments and agencies.". 

Explanation: The amendment is intended 
to make it c~ear that the various depart
ments and agencies involved in the export 
control process have an obligation to furnish 
foreign availab1lity information to the Office 
of Export Administration and that OEA, in 
turn, is obligated to make it available to 
those departments and agencies. OEA's role 
should be viewed primarily as one of coor
dination of the existing efforts by depart
ments and agencies to avoid duplication and 
to assure that information is shared. The 
provisions of the b111 and amendment rela
l.lve to OEA's foreign availablllty functions 
should not be considered as an authorization 
by departments and agencies to reduce pres
ent ettorts, unless they are determined to be 
duplicative. Indeed, the GAO found there is 
too frequently inadequate foreign availabil
ity information and that foreign avallabll
lty determinations go unattended. Thus, 
there is a need for more, not less, of an ef
fort to obtain foreign ava1lab111ty informa
tion, especially by our intelligence agencies. 
Obviously, OEA is not capable of perform
ing intelligence gathering functions. Also, 
other departments and agencies, including 
DoD, which have important export control 
!unctions must continue to make Independ
ent assessments of foreign avallabll1ty and 
to marshall foreign availab1llty data that 
they obtain in their research and develop
ment, intelligence and other activities. 
Thus, the intent of the Senate should be 
clear that the foreign avallabll1ty functions 
of OEA shall be deemed to be primarily those 
of a coordinator and should not be deemed 
to authorize reduced functions by other 
agencies except to the extent to avoid un
necessary duplication. 

On page ll1, between lines ll and 12, in
sert the following: 

·• (c) There are authorized to be oppro
prlated to the Department of Defense for 
fiscal years commencing on or after October 
1, 1979, such sums as may be necessary for 
the Secretary of Defense to carry out his 
functions under this Act.". 

the factual and analytical basis be recorded. 
These records should fac111tate consistency 

· in control and license decisions as well as 
permit responsible executive branch officials 
and Congressional Committees with export 
oversight duties to ascertain whether de
cisions are factually supported and consist
ent with the pollcies and provisions of the 
Act. 

At the bottom of page 72, add the rouow
ing: 

" (D) Whenever the President exercises his 
authority under this paragraph to modify or 
overrule a recommendation made by the Sec
retary of Defense or exercises his authority 
to modify or overrule any determination 
made by the Secretary of Defense pursuant 
to section 4(a) (2) (B) or 4(b) (1) of this Act 
with respect to list of goods and technol
ogies controlled for national security pur
poses, the President s.ha.ll promptly tre.nsmlt 
to the Congress a. statement indicating his 
decision; together with the recommendation 
of the Secretary of Defense.". 

Explanation: The amendment as it per
tains to the requirement for a report 1f the 
President overrules or modifies a licensing 
recommendation by the Secretary of Defense 
is part of the 1974 Jackson Amendment in 
the Export Admlnistre.tion Act. In this co·n
nection, the Banking Committee Report (p. 
10) states that the Blll makes "no substan
tive changes from those contained in [ex
isting] section 4(h)" of the Act. By deleting 
the reporting provision, the Blll would effect 
a substantive change with no apparent jus
tification for doing so. In addition, the 
amendment would extend the reporting re
quirement to situations in which the Presi
dent overrules any determination made by 
the Secretary of Defense pursuant to the Sec
retary's authority to formulate a list of goods 
and technologies to be controlled for na
tional security purposes. 

On page 79, line 17, after the period, add 
the following new sentence: "The President 
may not deleg81te or transfer his power, au
thority, and discretion to overrule or modify 
any recommendation or decision made by 
the Secretary of Defense pursuant to the pro
visions of this Act.". 

Explanation: This merely makes expllcit 
what is already implicit in the present Act 
and the BilLe 

AMENDMENT NO. 353 

Explanation: DoD's export control activi
ties are not adequately funded. A major part 
of the problem is that DoD does not have a 
specific line item in its <budget for this 
activity. Thus, personnel and funds must be 
borrowed from other activities. As a conse- <Ordered to be printed and to lie on 
quence, the manpower and financial re- the table.) 
sources devoted ,to DoD's export control ef- Mr. MUSKIE (for himself, Mr. BAKER. 
forts are grossly inadequate given the 1m- Mr. DURKIN, Mr. RoTH, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
portance of this work. This is one important TSONGAS, Mr. HUMPHREY, Mr. FORD, M!". 
reason for the fact that DoD's undertaking HEINZ, Mr. HELMS, Mr. LEAHY, Mr. NEL
to identify critical goods and technologies is soN, and Mr. KENNEDY) submitted an 
far from completed even though it has been amendment intended to be proposed bY 
over three years since the Defense Science them to s. 737, supra. 
Board recommended this concept. The 
amendment would authorize funds for this Mr. MUSKIE. Mr. President, I submit. 
activity and complement the amendment gtv- an amendment to S. 737, the Export Ad
ing the Secretary of Defense primary respon- ministration Act for myself and Sena
s1b1llty for identifying technologies and tors BAKER, DURKIN, ROTH, COHEN, TSON
goods to be subject to national security GAS, HUMPHREY, FORD, HEINZ, HELMS, 
controls. LEAHY, NELSON, and KENNEDY be listed 

On page 73, strike out lines 12 through 15 
and insert in lieu thereof the following: a.s cosponsors. 

" ( 9) The Secretary of commerce, the Sec- It is imperative to take immediate and 
retary of Defense, and any department or forceful action to eliminate the threat 
agency consulted in connection with a facing the tanning and leather indus
license application or a revision of a list or tries. 
controlled goods and technologies and ap- The facts of this situation are widely 
pllcable controls shall make and keep ac- ld · d ttl 
curate records of their respective advice, known: A wor Wlde re uction in ca e 
recommendations, or decisions, including the slaughter ha.s reduced the supply of hides 
factual and analytical basis of such advice, on the world market. The American sup
recommendations, and decisions.". ply ha.s come under increased pressure 

Explanation: The language of this b1ll from the major importing countries. 
applies only to license applications. However, Prices have gone through the roof. 
of equal, 1f not greater importance are the The worldwide supply shortage is arti-
more basic decisions as to what and how to 
control goods and technologies. The amend- flcially aggravated by embargoes on hide 
ment thus makes it clear that the record- exports by major producing countries. So 
keeping requirement extends to the control American hide and skin production, 
process. The amendment also specifies that which makes up 15 percent of the total 
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world supply, now accounts for 75 per
cent of world trade in cattle hides. 

The U.S. hide supply dropped 6.8 per
cent last year, and 24.5 million hides were 
exported out of 39.5 million produced. 
This year's total domestic supply will be 
no more than 34.2 million, but exports 
are not expected to decline. That will cut 
in half the supply of hides available to 
domestic industry. 

Four hundred thousand workers de
pend directly on the tanning and leather 
industries. The implications for these 
400,000 jobs-and for the $8 billion of 
associated retail sales-are clear. 

Our Government's efforts to make 
more supplies available to the interna
tional market have failed. 

Clearly, we must now look to our own 
resources to solve the price inflation and 
domestic shortages which threaten our 
manufacturers and our own people. 

It is for this reason that I am submit
ting an amendment to the Export Ad
ministration Act today. 
WHY OUR LEATHER AND TANNING INDUS

TRIES NEED RELIEF 

Mr. President, the Washington Post 
this morning carried a full-page ad
vertisement that graphically describes 
the situation facing the domestic tan
ning and leather industries. Excessive de
mand for American hides and restrictive 
export policies in other countries have 
combined with the cyclical downturn 
in cattle production to threaten the con
tinued existence of American tanning 
and leather industries and the 400,000 
jobs they provide. 

Export restrictions by other major 
hide-producing nations have artificially 
exacerbated the hide shortage. Today 
the United States is the principal world 
supplier of cattle hides, even though we 
produce only 15 percent of the world's 
total skin and hide supply. Simply stated, 
American industry and American con
sumers are being asked to absorb all the 
costs of the worldwide shortage of this 
commodity. 

An article that describes the origins 
and dimensions of this problem partic
ularly well appeared in Retailweek re
cently. I ask unanimous consent that it 
be printed in the RECORD. 

There being no objection, the article 
was ordered to be printed in the RECORD 
as follows: ' 

ON THE TRAIL FOR CATTLEHIDES 

The recently launched Hide Action Pro
gram may turn out to be the domestic 
leather industry's last stand. Unless export 
controls are imposed, the U.S. leather in
dustry won't be able to afford the price of 
U.S. cattlehides. 

Time was, the leather industry-from 
tanning to turning out the finished prod
uct-was a mafor U.S. industry ranking 
right up there along with the likes of the 
steel industry. Today, those who are still 
left in the U.S. leather industry are finding 
it necessary to band together and attempt 
to impress upon Washington that this in
dustry is in danger of becoming as extinct as 
the buggy whip. 

Yes, everyone in Washington already 
knows that the shoe people in particular 
have been living with a knife in the back 
known as imports. But what the entire 
leather industry is trying to explain to Wash
ington is that as difficult as it is to com
pete with imports of finished goods, the 
manufacturers of footwear as well as hand
bags, luggage, outerwear, sportswear et al. 

might as well throw in the sponge if they 
cannot buy the U.S. hides needed to make 
U.S. products because the majority of them 
are being sold to those same countries which 
produce the finished products, which come 
back to the U.S. to haunt the industry for 
the second time around. 

The irony of the situation is that the 
United States is the major supplier of cattle 
hides to the world, representing about 15 
percent of the world supply. But the major
ity are sold abroad with these exports rep
resenting about 75 percent to 80 percent of 
the world supply. This world-wide demand 
for U.S. cattlehides is exacerbated by the 
fact that other countries with substantial 
herds-such as all the South American 
countries-totally prohibit the export of 
hides; preferring to keep them at home to 
develop and protect their own leather in
dustries. These restrictions create an inordi
nately high demand for U.S. cattlehides that 
has been abetted by the cattlemen's restric
tions in the size of the cattle slaughter. 

This combination of foreign demand, 
South America's refusal to sell hides, and a 
reduced U.S. cattle slaughter have caused 
the price of U.S. hl.des to skyrocket. The do
mestic industry's dilemma began in 1972 
when Argentina cut off its sale of hides, 
jeliminating about lJ2-mllllon hides from 
the world market. Hide prices then jumped 
from 14 cents to 32 cents a pound, then sta
bilized in the area of 38 cents a pound. At 
that time the U.S. exported about 48 per
cent of its hide supply. 

But between 1975 and 1977 U.S. cwttlemen 
began to reduce the size of their herds. cat
tle slaughter peaked in 1976 when 43.2 mil
lion hides were available, but it is estimated 
the the number of hides available in 1979 
will be down to 34.2 million. While supply 
has been dwindling, however, world demand 
for U.S. hides has been escalating; exports 
are expected to take 24.5 million of the 43.2 
million in 1979. This means that the U.S. 
in 1979 will be exporting 71.6 percent of its 
hide supply and supplying 75 percent to 80 
percent of the world hide trade. This export 
level also means only about 10 million hides 
will be left for U.S. producers when domestic 
requirements for hides are between 18 and 20 
million a year. 

This shortage has created price levels that 
the industry cannot afford to pay, even if 
enough hides were available. The jump from 
14 cents to 38 cents in the early 1970s looks 
like the good old days. By December 1978 
prices reached 58 cents a pound; but between 
December 1978 and May 1979 prices zoomed 
to more than $1 a pound. 

Neither declining supply nor higher prices 
have dampened the foreign appetite for U.S. 
hides. Where else are the Far Eastern and 
Eastern Bloc countries-anxious to build a 
business in finished leather goods but with
out a cattle supply of their own-to go for 
hides? The U.S. is virtually the only country 
lef,t with both a large cattle supply and free
buying access to this supply. 

The country taking the greatest advantage 
of U.S. policy is Japan. Though it closes its 
doors to U.S. finished leather products, Ja
pan, nevertheless, has an insatiable appetite 
for U.S. hides; buying 35.9 percent of U.S. 
hide expol"lts in 1978. The purchases of Japan 
and Korea combined account for more than 
50 percent of exports with 30 other countries 
accounting for the rest. Due to an exchange 
rate advantageous for Japan, the price of 
U.S. hides has not deterred Japanese pur
chases. On the contrary, the Japanese have 
been buying more. · 

The upshot is that neither Brazil, Argen
tina, Uruguay, Mexico, India nor Pakistan
countries with substantial herds--will sell 
hides in the open market. They want to 
protect their domestic industries. Japan, Ko
rea and the Eastern Bloc will buy almost all 
the hides the U.S. has to sell, but they will 
not take finished leather goods. They want to 
protect their domestic industries. That leaves 

countries such as Canada, Australia, New 
Zealand and those in western Europe as 
world markets for the sale of hides; but it is 
the U.S. that has the grewtest supply. Now 
the U.S. leather industry is saying~nough 
is enough. It is saying that it doesn't object 
to operating within the traditional laws of 
supply and demand; but it cannot survive 
when, in reality, this means only the U.S. has 
the supply and every other countx:y makes 
the demand. 

That is why several trade associations 1~ 
the industry have banded together to launch 
what is called the Hide Action Program 
(HAP) . This program is an attempt to bring 
the plight of the industry to the forefront 
through demonstrations in citie-s hosting 
leather-using industries and by blitzing 
members of Congress and President Carter 
with letters an,d personal visits. The pro
gram's goal is to convince Washington that 
action is needed now in the form of export 
controls on U.S. hides that would both bring 
down the price of hides and make more of 
them ·available to U.S. prodiucers. 

HAP's message 1s that the alternative to 
action from Washington is the ultimate ex
tinction of the domestic leather industry 
with the resulting loss of thousands of jobs 
or, at best, price increases in leather prod
ucts that the industry estimates could cost 
customers over $!-billion a year. Given the 
high U.S. hide prices and the fact that for
eign countries are dependent on these hides, 
customers switching to imported leather 
products is no longer a viable alternative 
in an effort to economize. Neither U.S. nor 
imported leather goods may be affordable by 
U.S. consumers. 

Unfortunately, this recent mobilization 
by the industry has only a slim chance of 
producing results. Though it has been aware 
of the hide situation since 1972, Washington 
has never displayed any great sense of ur
gency in alleviating the problem. In 1972, fol
lowing Argentina's action, the concept of 
export controls was entertained and then 
quickly dropped. Since then, despite prefer
ential tariff treatment for the so-called devel
oping countries, these same countries have 
ignored Washington's efforts to persuade 
them to sell their hides on the open mar
ket. And, negotiations with Japan have 
extracted only an unofficial promise that it 
will reduce purchases of U.S. hides by 10 
percent. But, even if Japan were to honor 
this 'promise'-which it hasn't-this 10 per
cent figure is meaningless since U.S. cattle
hide supplies have decreased by much more 
than this 10 percent figure. 

Leather industry members claim that it is 
only their current desperate plight and past 
!&lures in attempting to resolve t'b.e prob
lem through negoti:ations with foreign coun
tries that have left no choice but to push 
for export controls. If this means that the 
U.S. leather industry is going to have to 
explain this 'protectionist' move-so be it. 
The industry prefers free trade in hides but 
has been unable to achieve it. Understand
ably, the industry is now tired of being 
"the unwitting patsy in the interllla.tiona.l 
free trade game." So it is shooting for ex
port controls because all else has failed. 

Unfortunately, there is another and more 
powerful lobby in Washington; they know 
how to use a sixshooter, too. This lobby 
consists of the cattlemen, or as the leather 
industry prefers to call them, the cowboys. 
They have already made it clear to Congress 
and the Administration that they don't 
hanker for hide controls. They like things 
just the way they are. Evidently their mes
sage has been heard., for the Administra.tion 
has already also declared itself against ex
port control of hides. 

But, never fear, Washington will concoct 
a solution, even if it is the wrong one. Right 
now Washington 'has suggested that it might 
be w1lling to provide subsidized loans to 
ena:ble U.S. industry members to afford U.S. 
hides. Unfortunately, Washington has over-
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looked the fact that loaning money to U.S. 
manufacturers for the purpose of buying 
hides at already inflated prices will merely 
drive the price of hides ever higher, in
suring that more and more of the domestic 
leather industry will surely go down the 
drain. 

It is now high noon for the domestic 
leather industry. The HAP program is, at 
least, a sure sign that it intends to go 
down fighting.e 

NOTICES OF HEARINGS 
COMMITTEE ON GOVERNMENTAL AFFAmS 

• Mr. GLENN. Mr. President, on July 20, 
1979, the Committee on Governmental 
Affairs will hold an additional day of 
hearings on S. 1377, the Synthetic Fuels 
Production Act of 1979, a bill to create 
a Synthetic Fuels and Altemate Energy 
Production Authority. Witnesses will in
clude Bernard J. Clarke, chairman of 
the Columbia Gas System; Mr. Ray 
Scheppach of the Congressional Budget 
Office; and representatives of environ
mental organizations including Friends 
of the Earth, the Sierra Club, and the 
Environmental Policy Center. 

The hearings will begin at 10 a.m., 
in room 3302, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building.e 
COMMITTEE ON LABOR AND HUMAN RESOURCES 

• Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I wish 
to announce that the Committee on 
Labor and Human Resources has sched
uled a hearing on Wednesday, July 25, 
1979, at 11 a.m. in room 4232, Dirksen 
Senate Office Building, on the nomina
tion of William P. Hobgood, of Virginia, 
to be an Assistant Secretary of Labor.e 

JOINT ECONOMIC COMMITTEE 

• Mr. BENTSEN. Mr. President, on 
Thursday, July 26, the Joint Economic 
Committee will hold its monthly hearing 
on the inflation situation and the Con
sumer Price Index figures for June. The 
witness will be the Honorable Alfred 
Kahn, Chairman of the Council on Wage 
and Price Stability. The hearing will 
begin at 10 a.m. in room 6226 of the 
Dirksen Senate Office Building.e 

AUTHORITY FOR COMMITTEES TO 
MEET 

COMMITTEE ON ENERGY AND NATURAL RESOURCES 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Com
mittee on Energy and Natural Resources 
be authorized to meet during the session 
of the Senate today to continue markup 
on S. 885, the Pacific Northwest elec
trical power bill, and other pending 
calendar business. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ADDITIONAL STATEMENTS 

THE CONGRESSIONAL SENIOR 
INTERN PROGRAM 

• Mr. WILLIAMS. Mr. President, I have 
~een very pleased to have participated 
m the congressional senior citizen in
tern program and to have welcomed 
senior interns to my staff. 
. This is ~ program that provides par

ticular satisfaction for me because long 
before we instituted a formal senior citi-

zen intern program I utilized senior 
citizens in my office and learned full well 
the enormous contributions they can 
make. This point also came through to 
me continuaUy as chairman of the Spe
cial Committee on Aging~enior citizens 
are a substantial and greatly under
utilized reservoir of wisdom and talent. 
Thus, I was most happy to serve as prin
cipal sponsor of the legislation relaxing 
mandatory retirement requirements. In 
such a critical time, we, as a nation, can 
not afford not to fully employ the great 
abilities of our senior citizens. 

This program is indeed a worthwhile 
one: mutually beneficial to Members of 
Congress and to the seniors who become 
valued additions to our staffs. We learn 
from each other. The seniors bring to us 
those concerns which are vital to them 
and give us an accurate and realistic 
view of how best we can serve them. We, 
in turn, may provide some answers to 
their questions, and hopefully, solutions 
to problems which may face them. 

My most recent senior intern, Mrs. 
Louise Basile of Minotola, N.J., is an 
illustrious example of an active and 
caring senior citizen who devotes much 
of her time and talents to serving the 
needs of her community in volunteer 
activities. We were most fortunate to 
have had her join us for that 2-week 
period in May and are hopeful that her 
experiences here were ones which she 
could share with the senior citizens with 
whom she works so closely. 

I look forward to continued participa
tion in this program because I am con
vinced of the merits and benefits to all 
involved. I am also convinced that the 
senior citizens of our Nation have a great 
deal to offer all of us and we should 
never fail to depend on their wisdom and 
counsel.e · 

THE OIL GUARANTEE TO ISRAEL 
G Mr. GOLDWATER. Mr. President, 
Americans sweating it out in gas lines 
and being asked to tum up their thermo
stats will be interested to know that 
President Carter's ill-timed promise to 
guarantee Israel's oil supply for 15 years 
is going ahead on schedule. Legislation 
to accomplish this part of the deal for 
an Israeli-Egyptian peace agreement has 
been quietly slipped into legislation 
which is now pending before both Houses. 
It is contained in identical provisions and 
bills which would authorize the Export 
Administration to exempt the Israeli oil 
guarantee from a general ban or.. the 
export of Alaskan oil. According to the 
very authoritative publication, Congres
sional Quarterly, the actual intent of the 
provision is obscured in legal jargon and 
the guarantee has generally gone un
noticed during congressional debate on 
oil exports. 

As I understand it, Mr. President, the 
bill is scheduled for floor action in the 
House next week. Senate action may 
come as early as Friday. 

As Members will recall, as a part of 
the Middle East treaty negotiation, Presi
dent Carter promised to sell Israel oil for 
up to 15 years to meet "normal re
quirements" if that country was unable 
to obtain oil on its own. It should also be 
noted that Iran, which had been supply
ing half of Israel's oil needs has not 

exported any petroleum to Israel since 
October 1978. Since then Israel has been 
forced to obtain much of its oil from the 
high priced "spot" market. How long this 
can go on is anybody's guess. And the 
chances are that the United States will 
soon have to start making good on the 
promise President Carter made. 

Mr. President, I bring this question up 
because I believe it is long past time that 
this country faced up to the fact that it 
cannot take care of all the needs 
throughout the world that happen to 
come to our official attention. Here we 
are in an energy crisis in the United 
States and the big name in that game is 
oil. We have no assurance that we will be 
able to supply even our own minimum 
needs over the next 15 years, but still the 
administration pushes ahead on a guar
antee to supply another country. We can 
not have it all ways; and it is about time 
we woke up to that fact. 

Mr. President, I request that the ar
ticle on oil to Israel published by the 
Congressional Quarterly on July 7 be 
printed in the RECORD. 
OIL GUARANTEE TO ISRAEL SLIPPED INTO BILLS 

(By John Felton) 
President Carter's promise to guarantee 

Israel's oil supply for 15 years has been quiet
ly slipped into legislation pending before 
both houses of Congress. 

Virtually identical provisions in legislation 
reauthorizing the Export Administraion (HR 
4034, S 737) would exempt the Israel oil guar
antee from a general ban on the export of 
Alaskan oil. The actual intent of the pro
visions is obscured in legal jargon, and the 
guarantee has generally gone unnoticed dur
ing congressional debate on oil exports. 

"There was absolutely not the slightest bit 
of controversy'' over the provision, said Paul 
R. Freedenberg, aide to the International 
Finance Subcommittee of the Senate Bank
ing Committee, which handled the bill. 

The bill is scheduled for floor action in the 
House the week of July 16. Senate action has 
been delayed because Ted Stevens, R-Alaska, 
has refused to agree to a time limit on the 
bill (Committee action, Weekly Report p. 881) 

As part of the Middle East peace treaty ne
gotiations, Carter promised to sell Israel oil 
for up to 15 years to meet its "normal re
quirements" if it is unable to obtain oil on its 
own. That promise extended a five-year oil 
guarantee given Israel by President Ford in 
1975. So far, Israel has not called on the 
United States to honor its guarantee. (Peace 
treaty, Weekly Report p. 553) 

Iran, which had supplied half of Israel's 
oil, has not exported oil to Israel since Oc
tober 1978. Since then, Israel has been forced 
to obtain much of its oil from the high
priced world "spot" market. 

Secretary of State Cyrus R. Vance told 
the Senate Foreign Relations Committee 
April 11 that the effect of supplying oil 
to Israel would be minimal. Even if the 
United States were called on to supply all 
of Israel's oil requirements, the result would 
be "hardly noticeable to us," he said. Israel's 
total oil consumption is about 165,000 bar
rels a day-less than 1 percent of the daily 
U.S. consumption of 19 million barrels. 
(Weekly Report, p. 72'7) 

Vance said the guarantee was "a legal 
commitment on the United States" that was 
"an integral part of the negotiating process" 
toward 'the Mideast peace treaty. He said the 
administration would "promptly seek" what
ever legislation was necessary to implement 
the agreement. 

THE AGREEMENT 

Carter's 15-year guarantee was contained 
in a March 26 tentative agreement between 
Vance and Israeli Foreign Minister Moshe 
Dayan. That agreement was updated June 22. 
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It will take effect Nov. 25, and will expire 
Nov. 25, 1994. The agreement provides that: 

Israel wUl make its own arrangements to 
obtain oil through normal markets. If Israel 
is unable to meet its "normal domestic re
quirements" of oil, it will turn to the United 
States. The agreement does not specify what 
is meant by Israel's "normal domestic re
quirements." 

If the United States can meet its own 
normal requirements, it will sell Israel 
enough oil to meet that nation's normal re
quirements. The United States "will make 
every effort" to supply the oil within 60 days 
of a request. 

If the United States is subject to an oil 
embargo or is unable to meet its own normal 
requirements for oil , the United States will 
sell oil to meet Israel 's "essential require
ments" through the International Energy 
Agency emergency allocation plan devised 
by the United States and 19 other industrial
ized nations. 

If Israel is unable to transport the oil 
bought from the United States, the United 
States "will make every effort to help Israel" 
transport it. 

Israel will' pay t United States. "world 
market prices" for oil and will reimburse 
the United States for the cost of supplying 
the oil. 

EXPORT LEGISLATION 
Legislation to extend U.S. export controls, 

which expire Sept. 30, has been reported by 
the House Foreign Affairs Committee and 
the Senate Banking Committee (S. Rept. 
96-169, H. Rept. 96-200). One of the most 
controversial sections is a virtual ban on 
the export of Alaskan crude oil, a toughen
ing of the prohibition already in existing 
law. Main sponsors of the ban are Rep. 
Stewart B. McKinney, R-Conn., and Sen. 
Donald W. Riegle Jr., D-Mich. 

Aides to both committees said the subject 
of the Israel oil guarantee was raised during 
consideration of the bill, by the State De
partment and the American-Israel Public 
Affairs Committee (AIPAC), an influential 
lobby in support of Israel. 

"AIPAC pointed out that President Carter 
had made this promise, and they said it 
should be kept," Senate committee aide 
Freedenberg said. 

The Israeli Embassy also lobbied Congress 
on the issue, according to a State Depart
ment official. 

With State Department help, the two com
mittees drafted and approved amendments 
to the bills authorizing the president to ex
port Alaskan crude oil to any nation which 
has an existing oil supply agreement with 
the United States. Israel is the only nation 
with a direct, bilateral oil supply agreement 
with the United States. 

Although neither bill mentions Israel, 
both committees stated in their reports that 
the amendment applies to the Israel oil 
agreement. 

Also ·exempt from the oil export ban are 
multilateral supply agreements, such as the 
International Energy Agency emergency al
location system. 

Aides to both committees said the Israel 
amendment was adopted with virtually no 
debate. "There was no resistance," Freeden
berg said. Carol P. Rovner, an aide to the 
House Foreign Affairs Committee said "I 
don't remember any real discussi~n of' the 
issue." 

State Department attorney David H. Small 
said the provision "would give us the fiexi
bil1ty to administer [the Israel oil guarantee) 
in a manner most advantageous to us." The 
government already has limited authority to 
export oil drilled from the Outer Continental 
Shelf, but that oUis of a much higher quality 
than Israel needs, he said. 

OPPOSITION 
Since the committees' action, opposition 

to the amendment has been mounted by the 
National Association of Arab-Americans, a 

Washington-based group which claims two 
mlllion members. 

John P. Richardson, publlc affairs director 
of the association, said the provision is "really 
an outrage." 

"This makes Israel the sole exception to 
the ban on crude oil exports, at a time when 
the United States does not have enough oil to 
meet its own needs," Richardson said. "We 
call this the no-gas-Unes-in-Israel principle." 

The ease with which the amendment was 
inserted in the legislation shows "the excep
tional Israeli access to the U.S. decision
making process," he said. 

Richardson said his group will ask both 
houses to ellminate the Israeli oil guarantee 
from the b111. If that is not successful, he 
said, the Arab-Americans will seek amend
ments to allow exports to IsTael only if 
American requirements are being met, if 
Israel demonstrates it has "no other recourse" 
in obtaining oil, if the United States cannot 
obtain oil for Israel from other nations, and 
if Israel stops building settlements on the 
occupied West Bank and Gaza Strip. 

If all those amendments faU, Richardson 
said his group will ask Congress "at least to 
name Israel in the bill. It should be spelled 
out who this will benefit." e 

COMMENCEMENT ADDRESS BY 
SENATOR THURMOND AT ARMED 
FORCES STAFF COLLEGE 

• Mr. LUGAR. Mr. President, on June 
29, Senator STROM THURMOND of South 
Carolina gave the commencement ad
dress to the 65th graduating class of the 
Armed Forces Staff College in Norfolk, 
Va. 

This address is worthy of the full at
tention of the Senate as it focused on 
three important issues now receiving the 
attention of Congress. These issues in
clude the shifting balance of military 
power, the SALT II agreement and the 
transfer of military related technology 
to Communist nations. 

Mr. President, Senator THURMOND's 
remarks were well received by the grad
uates and commanded considerable at
tention in the press. It is my view that 
each member of the Congress and the 
public at large should have an oppor
tunity to study them as well. 

Therefore, I ask that they be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The remarks follow: 
THE CHALLENGE OF THE 1980'S 

Major General Hill, Chaplain Lecky, grad
uates, ladies a.nd gentlemen: 

It is a distinct priv11ege to have this op
portunity to address this group of milltary 
officers and civil1ans from my own country 
am.d the lll8.tions of QIUr allies. Mme tha.n 
ever, the free nations <Yf the world need to 
st®nd together, as those forces 'Which threat
en us grow strongeT each year and our world 
becomes a mme dangerous place in which 
to live. 

There is a widening opinion in the United 
States Congress that America's role <Yf lead
ershl.Jp in the world is being weakened by 
ideaJ.istic policies. Our defense forces ·aTe no 
longeT clee.rlly superior to our adversaries, 
our dollar's value faJJ.s almost daily in for
eign currency markets and mailJY of <>'W." ruUes 
are justifiably questiOIIling our staying power 
in the long struggle with Communism. 

This morlliing I would like to comment 
briefly OIIl three topics. First, the shifting 
!balance of power; second, the SALT II agree
ment; and third, the transfer of western 
technology to Communist nations. 

1. The Shifting Power Balance: 
In 196'9, by any mea.sura.ble standard, our 

military strength vis-a-vis the Soviets was 

clearly superior. Our technology had elll8.bled 
us to counter the massive Soviet buildup 
which began following the Cuban crisis in 
1962. 

However, the first four years o,f the Nixon 
Administration were spent on supplying our 
forces in Vietn9Jll and attempting to extract 
us from that war in an honor8ible manner. 
Next came Watergate, which mesmerized the 
country and saJW us embrace SALT I which 
I supported. 

When President Ford assumed office, his 
efforts went towards healing the wounds of 
Vietnam and Watergate. Then President car
ter was elected, and he initiated policies 
Which not only failed to reserve the shl!ting 
balance of military power, but in some re
spects, moved us towards an even weaker 
position. 

U.S. LEAD ENDING 
These trends can be illustrated quite dra

rnatioally in the area of strategic military 
strength. In 1969 the U.S. led the SOviet 
Union in nearly every measure of defense 
systems: the numbEllrS of land and sea-based 
missiles, the accuracy Of these weapons, the 
numbers of warheads, and the megatonnage 
of our missile forces. Now, with the SALT II 
Treaty at hand, we find the Soviet Union 
leads the U.S. in all categories except the 
numbers <Yf warheads. 

Little comfort can be taken from this one 
category of dominance, as our defense offi
cials admit the Sovets will lead in the num
bers of warheads by the time the SALT II 
Treaty ends in 1985. 

Today, because we have not modernized our 
land-based missile forces these missiles will 
become vulnerable to a SOviet first strike in 
the early 1980's. There is little we can do 
about this fact, except accelerate the long 
delayed MX program. 

The other leg of our TRIAD, besides the 
sea-based missiles, and the land-based mis
siles, is the strategic bomber. As you know, 
the B-1 bomber program has been canceled 
without any concession from the Soviet 
Union. 

Thus, after experiencing a policy of de
tente and parity, after embracing SALT I and 
initiating trade and cultural exchanges with 
the Soviets, we find our defense position 
much weaker. 

SOVIETS PRESS FOR SUPERIORITY 
SALT I, which was promoted on the basis 

that it would moderate the growth of Soviet 
strategic forces, failed to do so. In fact, the 
Soviets have been outspending the U.S. on 
defense by at least 40 % and by three times 
as much in strategic forces. They use 13% 
of their GNP for defense, as compared to 
only 5 % by the U.S. 

It is clear the Soviets are not interested 
in a position of parity, but seek a clear mili
tary superiority. This shift is better perceived 
overseas than here in the U.S. Recently, the 
former Prime Minister of Great Britain, 
Harold MacMillan, summed up the feelings 
of many when he stated, "Things are as bad 
for the West as they could possibly be and 
they are getting worse." 

In my opinion, this shifting balance of 
power is extremely dangerous. This Soviet 
buildup is far in excess of any defensive 
needs. The soviets view military power as 
the key to political influence, and rightly 
so. It is not so much a question of whether 
or not they will launch a military attack, 
but rather the leverage this power gives 
them throughout the world. They intend to 
use this power to bring other nations into 
their orbit and to deprive the free nations of 
access to oil resources, raw materials, and 
the like. 

SOVIETS PROJECT POWER 
Examples of their power projections 

abound even with the current power balance. 
Through their Cuban proxy troops in Africa 
and direct military aid, they have brought to 
power pro-Soviet regimes in Angola, Ethiopa, 
south Yemen and Afghanistan; supported 
the insurgents in Rhodesia and Nicaragua; 
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encouraged the fall of the Shah of Iran; in
troduced MIG-23 aircraft in Cuba; backed 
Vietnam iln its takeover of Cambodia; and 
used the Vietnam-China War to gain access 
to South Vietnamese ports. 

These events, along with the Soviet mili
tary buildup, have contributed to a deep 
running apprehension in the Senate as to 
the worth of any arms agreement with the 
Soviets. More Senators are coming to the 
realization that true meaningful arms re
straints may not be possible with a Commu
nist state. There is a feeling that the Soviets 
are rapidly gaining the upper hand and that 
this Treaty will do little to reverse that 
trend. 

2. SALT II Agreement: 
At this point, however, I have reserved 

final judgment on SALT II. Early this year I 
joined with a group of Senators urging the 
President to redress some of our concerns. 
The President has now been to the summit 
and returned. I plan to study the Treaty 
carefully, but many of its features already 
known to me raise the gravest of issues. 

As an example, why should we allow the 
Soviets 308 heavy missiles, each with 10 
warheads, while the U.S. is not allowed any? 
Even our light missiles are permitted to 
carry only one-half the number of warheads 
allowed the Soviets. Is this equality? 

Further, the Soviet Backfire bomber does 
not count in the Treaty, although it clearly 
has strategic capabilities. On the other hand, 
the U.S. is forced to count all of our old 
B-52's, even some which have been canni
balized for spare parts. Is this equality? 

Another example is the fact that the So
viet SS-20 missile al:ready deployed aga1nst 
NATO can easily be converted to a strategic 
missile by adding a booster or by download
ing some of the warheads. It is not counted 
in SALT II, but our cruise missiles are lim
ited to 372 miles 1n range. Is this equality? 

These issues involving our strategic pos
ture are crucial when weighed against the 
dangers facing the U.S. in the 1980's. Be
ginning around 1983 we face a period when 
our land-based ICBM's will be vulnerable. 
If the Soviets escalate their expansionist ac
tivities throughout the world in the 1980's 
in proportion to their increases in military 
power, we could face the type of confronta
tion our policies seek to avoid. 

CONVENTIONAL BUILDUP 

Besides the strategic area of defense, an 
examination of the Soviet buildup in con
ventional arms is equally disturbing. The 
Soviets have added to their number advan
tages equipment improvements equal to or 
superior to those possessed in the West. A 
new tank, the T-80 nears production. Two 
new divisional self-propelled artillery pieces 
have been fielded since 1974. Of special con
cern is the fact that the Soviets have over
taken the U.S. in theater nuclear capabllity 
in NATO and have posed new problems with 
the deployment of the mobile SS-20 missile. 

Soviet airpower forces also seem to in
crease dally, particularly in the area of heli
copters. Growth in the Soviet navy is widely 
recognized as reflective of a shift from a de
fensive navy to one designed for sea control 
around the world. 

3. Technology Transfers: 
Now I would like to comment briefly on my 

third topic, the subject of the continued 
transfer to the Soviet Union of important 
defense-related technology by Western na
tions in general, and the U.S. in particular. 

For instance, in 1961 the Soviets attempted 
to obtain from the U.S. grinder machines 
used to mass produce ultra-high precision 
miniature ball bearings. Congress inter.;. 
ceded and, with the support of President 
Kennedy, blocked this sale. However, the 

Soviets persisted and finally in 1972-12 
years later-these machines were sold to the 
Soviets. In 12 years the Soviets could not 
master this technology, but finally we gave 
it to them. Now our intelligence community 
believes this sale played a major role in the 
dramatic rate at which the Soviets have 
improved the precision of their own missiles 
to catch up with the U.S. in the field of 
MIRVing. The improved accuracy of Soviet 
missiles now threaten our Minuteman ICBM 
system aud we face a costly $30 billion pro
gram to deploy a new mobile system. 

TRUCK PLANT SALE 

Also, in the early 1970's we sold the Soviets 
a giant truck plant on the grounds the tech
nology was non-strategic and it would not 
be used for military purposes. Yet today, 
that plant is being used to produce military 
vehicles of all types, including tanks. In 
fact, this single plant exceeds the total U.S. 
production capacity of our own heavy truck 
industry. 

Another more recent example is the sale 
to the Soviets last year of a plant to pro
duce highly specialized bits used in deep
well petroleum drilling. Despite warnings 
this fac111ty had "strategic implications" the 
sale was approved by President Carter. Once 
again, we have aided the Soviets by enabling 
them to solve some of their own fuel prob
lems and also enter world markets with ad
vanced dr1lling capabilities, the very same 
markets in which we are competing. 

These m-adyised policy decisions by the 
U.S. should teach us a lesson. We have al
ready joined with other nations to guard 
against such mistakes, but there as well as 
here, internal policies often defeat our ef
forts. For instance, the U.S. sold the "Red
eye" missile technology to Denmark which 
sold it to Sweden which, in turn, sold it to 
the Soviets. 

We must tighten up our pollcies in these 
areas, and do so at -once. We must put our 
own house in order and ask our allies to do 
the same. 

These three subjects-the shifting power 
balance, SALT II and technology transfers-
are areas in which you as milltary leaders 
should take a special interest. 

CHALLENGE CAN BE MET 

Whlle I have highlighted some of our 
problems, I am confident we can meet this 
challenge if we act promptly. America is 
stm by far the most powerful nation in the 
world and our military forces are optimized 
to meet these new threats. Our biggest asset 
rests in dedicated military and civilian per
sonnel such as this group here today. Our 
people are not only dedicated, they possess 
the ability to meet these increasing tech
nological challenges. 

Congress itself is addressing these issues 
with a new urgency. We have moved to ac
celerate the MX program and the President 
has recommended the larger MX misslle for 
advanced development. We have added four 
ships to our Navy in the military bill this 
year by ordering conversion of the Iranian 
destroyers to U.S. type ships. Money is in
cluded in this year's blll for concept work 
on. a new strategic bomber and for design 
of a cruise missile carrier. We have also in
creased funds for development of the cruise 
missile programs. Negotiations are underway 
with our European all1es to develop and de
ploy a longer range ballistic misslle and 
possibly the cruise missile to counter the 
SS-20 threat in Europe. 

Other steps need to be taken. I favor more 
aggressive efforts in all of these areas, espe
cially in development of an MX basing 
scheme and use of the cruise missile in land 
and sea based modes. We also need to in
crease support of our Reserve forces, acceler
ate overall modernization of Army equip-

ment and build up the size of our Navy :fleet. 
I am confident that with your help and the 
increased awareness of our problems America 
and her all1es wlll continue to provide the 
m1litary strength necessary to sta.bilize world 
events. 

INFORM OTHERS 

As you return to your jobs in the United 
States and in foreign countries, I hope you 
will impart some of the information gained 
here to your colleagues and, when possible, 
to the public at large. A wide understanding 
of the threat we face is essential if we are 
to counter it effectively. You can make an 
individual contribution in that respect and 
I urge tha.t you do so. 

In closing, I would like to quote from a 
book which you have not studied here, but 
one which I hope you read frequently. First, 
in the Book of Proverbs, we find this admonl
tion-"where there is no vision, the people 
perish;" and second, in Luke, "when a strong 
man armed keepth his place, hls goods are 
in peace." 

Thank you and good luck in your ca.reer 
and personal life.e 

" FUEL ALLOCATION TO THE RECREA-
TION INDUSTRY 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, yesterday a 
number of my colleagues discussed on the 
floor of the Senate the question of fuel 
allocation to the recreation industry in 
times of shortage. I am sorry I was rm
able to be on the floor at that time, but 
I am too very concerned about the fair
ness to this important industry. 

Problems sometimes have a very help
ful tendency to clarify the issues at hand. 
I believe the spotty gas shortages we are 
seeing this summer have done just that 
for a number of people, including myself. 
It has helped us to see the central impor
tance of transportation in our lives and 
our economy. 

The movement of goods and people is 
essential to our jobs, to our recreation, 
to our shopping and to our activities as 
families and organizations. Take away 
this mobility and the social fabric of 
America begins to fray. 

Yet actions of this administration have 
forced mobile users of petroleum prod
ucts to bear a disproportionate share of 
the shortfall. In several metropolitan 
areas of the cormtry, Americans wait in 
long lines for gas and face limits on when 
they can buy gas and how much gas they 
can buy. In other areas of our Nation, 
trucks are stranded because diesel fuel 
is rmavailable. 

The sad part of the story is that a large 
quantity of petroleum which could be put 
to use for transportation, particularly as 
diesel fuel, is now being burned to heat 
homes, apartments, offices, factories and 
warehouses. In each case, another source 
of energy not usable for transportation 
could be used for heating. And more resi
dential and commercial oil-burning fur
naces are being constructed each day, 
adding to the competition for oil, a com
petition in which transportation is hand
icapped because it has no other feasible 
alternatives. 

Mr. President, the primary need of 
America is to maintain the mobility 
that has allowed us to become the great-
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est free society in the world. Mobility is 
a cornerstone of the freedoms we 
cherish, an essential element in secur
ing the goals of our Constitution. 

Whether it is the energy to allow a 
worker to get to his job, or to allow a 
Pennsylvania family to travel to the 
West by automobile to see our national 
parks, or the energy needed by snow
mobilers to overcome the barriers of 
freezing temperatures and deep snow, we 
need to take the steps now which will as
sure its availability. 

As we face spot shortages of fuel in 
the days ahead, some grot~ps will call 
upon us to take precipitous actions. We 
must take care to avoid treating symp
toms and actually magnifying the prob
lems we face. We face a challenge, but 
a challenge which can be won. As we 
meet the challenge, let us not do need
less injustice to any American. The ad
ministration's first gas rationing plan 
would have done just that, as I ex
plained to you in comments made last 
month. 

I am happy to join this colloquy, not 
in support of frivolous energy use, but 
in support of the basic principle of fair
ness in times of shortage. No one is wise 
enough to say "snowmobiles are unnec
essary, but motorboats are vital.'' That 
is why we have market systems to allo
cate resources, and that is the essence 
of fairness.• 

CHURCH AND CITIZEN GROUPS 
SUPPORT ACTION ON REFUGEES 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
continuing refugee tragedy in Southeast 
Asia illustrates once again the urgent 
need for Congress to reform our Na
tion's laws and policies governing our 
ability to respond to the needs of home
less refugees. 

For many years, every major church 
group in this land-as well as all the vol
untary agencies, the AFL-CIO, and 
many other concerned citizen groups
have urged new legislation to support 
refugee programs. Most recently, this 
concern has focused on a bill (S . . 643) 
which I introduced-and which was in
troduced in the House by Congressman 
RODINO and Congresswoman HOLTZMAN
to reform our immigration law and 
vastly improve our ability to meet refu
gee emergencies, such as that today in 
Southeast Asia. 

I am pleased to note that after 6 
months of careful consideration of this 
legislation, the Judiciary Committee last 
week unanimously reported out S. 643, 
and the report on it will be filed next 
week. 

As the Senate considers this legisla
tion in the days ahead, I think it is ex
tremely important to keep the voices of 
our Nation's church groups, and the vol
untary and community agencies, in 
mind-and to consider their thoughtful 
comments and recommendations. Since 
S. 643 was introduced, the Judiciary 
Committee has received communications 

from every major . religious and volun
tary agency leader in our country, and 
they have been unanimous in their sup
port of the Refugee Act of 1979. We 
have also received testimony and strong 
support from the AF'L-CIO and other 
concerned citizen groups around the 
country. 

I would like to share with the Senate 
some of these statements that have been 
submitted to the Judiciary Committee 
as it considered the refugee bill over 
these last several months. I ask that they 
be printed in the RECORD. 

The statements follows: 
NATIONAL CONFERENCE OF 

CATHOLIC BISHOPS, 
Washington, D.O., June 12, 1979. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on the Judiciary, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.O. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: In response to 

your letter of April 17, I wish to commend 
you for having introduced s. 643 which wm 
revise and amend our outdated refugee legis
lation and for having conducted hearings so 
expeditiously after the intrOduction of the 
bill. I hope the measure can be brought to 
the floor of the Senate with the least pos
sible delay. 

As you are well aware, the Catholic Church 
has been in the forefront of the struggle for 
revision of our refugee policy, and we were 
very pleased to have been able to join the 
other voluntary agencies in testimony before 
your committee last March. I would like to 
emphasize a. few points of special concern 
to the United States Catholic Conference. 

First, it is imperative that the very restric
tive definition of refugee be ·broadened so 
that a. refugee from tyranny or persecution 
in any part of the world may be qualified for 
admission under United States immigration 
policy. We have long advocated adoption of 
the definition of refugee contained in the 
United Nations Convention and Protocol. 
It has been of special concern to the Church 
that refugees from certain political systems 
in La.tln America. over the years have been 
unable to qualify for special refugee process
ing. The definition contained in your bill 
will go a. long way to correct this inequity in 
our law. 

The provision by which a. much increased 
number of refugees can be admitted into the 
United States under normal processing will 
certainly bring a. great measure of order to 
the chaos which has marked our ad hoc 
refugee policies of the past. Whether the 
proposed 50,000 will be sufficient to meet the 
political and humanitarian concerns of the 
United States remains to be seen, but in pro
viding that an additional number may be 
admitted after consultation with the Con
gress, this bill should meet nearly all of the 
requirements of what is categorized as the 
normal flow. 

Flexib111ty of action is absolutely essential 
when a. crisis occurs. Most people become ref
ugees as a. result of the unexpected and un
anticipated. Thus the plan by which addi
tional refugees can be brought into the 
country, after proper consultation with the 
Congress, is certainly endorsed. 

Over the years the voluntary agencies have 
labored under severe handicaps, both in 
maintaining their structures in the field and 
in continuing their service of resettling ref
ugees, because of a. lack of proper govern
ment programs to assist the agencies in this 
humanitarian effort. Title lli of the proposed 
legislation contains authorization for fund
ing and support services. This provision 
should go a. long way to help the voluntary 

agencies, in cooperation with public agen
cies, to provide services which meet the needs 
of refugees. It is also essential that all ref
ugees be treated alike and that the vast 
resources of this great country be brought 
to bear for the benefit of all. Consideration, 
however, might be given to making social 
services available to refugees for a. period 
beyond the two years proposed in your bill. 

The record of refugee admissions by the 
United States over the past thirty-five years 
is a. proud one. We of the United States 
Catholic Conference have been able to play 
a. major role in providing sustenance and 
comfort to millions of the world's homeless. 
I wish to assure you that the Church will not 
falter in its efforts to provide new homes 
and new lives for the displaced and unwanted 
of the world. 

With cordial good wishes, I remain 
Sincerely yours in Christ, 

Most Rev. JoHN R. QuiNN, 
Archbishop of San Francisco. 

TESTIMONY BY THE COUNCIL OF JEWISH 
FEDERATIONS BEFORE THE SENATE JUDI
CIARY COMMITTEE ON PROPOSED AMEND
MENTS TO THE MIGRATION AND REFUGEE 
ASSISTANCE ACT OF 1962 
The Council of Jewish Federations is 

pleased to submit testimony on proposed 
amendments to the Mi.gration and Refugee 
Assistance Act of 1002, which would establish 
a comprehensive framework for the resettle
ment of refugees coming to the United States. 

The Council of Jewish Federations (CJF) 
is the umbrella organization for 215 Jewish 
Federations and 600 affiliated, nonprofit com
munity service agencies which provide a wide 
range of health, educational, recreational, 
and social welfare services in over 800 com
munities throughout the United States. This 
Jewish communal service structure, repre
sented by the CJF agencies, initially came 
into being in order to resettle Jewish im
migrants to the United States in the 1880s. 
It has had extensive experience in resettling 
World War II refugees, and, over the past 
25 years, Hungarian, Cuban. and Indochinese 
refugees. During these years, the Jewish 
community has developed a. full, comprehen
sive, and highly individualized resettlement 
progrllim which is sensitive to the refugees' 
needs and which facilitates self-sufficiency 
and social integration. 

The Jewish Federations' most recent refu
gee resettlement responsibility has arisen 
from the rapidly increasing number of So
viet Jewish refugees fleeing religious and 
political persecution in the Soviet Union. 
From 1972 through 1976, the Jewish Fed
erations around .the country resettled nearly 
20,000 Soviet refugees. As the United States' 
commitment to human rights advanced. and 
the Helsinki Accords emphasized American 
steadfastness in human rights policy, · the 
number of refugees leaving the Soviet Union 
increased dramatically-from 6800 in fiscal 
year 1977 and 12,500 in fiscal year 1978 to an 
anticipated 24,000 in fiscal year 1979. 

While federal funds have been made avail
able for Soviet refugee transportation to this 
country through HIAS (Hebrew Immigrant 
Aid Society), the tasks of resettlement, job 
training, education, counseling, social-serv
ices, and care and maintenance have, until 
recently, been funded almost entirely by the 
Jewish Federations with philantropic dollars. 

Last year, in recognition of the enormous 
increase in the number of Soviet refugees 
coming to the United States and in view of 
the fact that special federal resettlement 
funds existed for Indochinese and Cuban ref
ugees only, Congress approved a block grant 
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program that provides national voluntary re
settlement organizations with up to i$1000 
per refugee, on a matching basis, to cover the 
entire refugee resettlement process for So
viet and other refugees not covered by the 
Cuban and Indochinese programs. 

With the aid of these new federal funds, 
along with an increased use of private con
tributions and volunteers, the Jewish Fed
erations have continued their tradition of 
providing a coordinated system of care and 
training for the rapidly growing Soviet ref
ugee population. The Council of Jewish Fed
erations continues in its role as coordinator 
of planning and evaluation of resettlement 
services and distributes the federal refugee 
resettlement funds to aid Jewish Federations 
and agencies in 101 communities which are 
responsible for providing the entire range 
of Soviet refugee resettlement services. 

The local Federations find apartments for 
the refugees and help pay the rent until the 
refugee family is economically self-sufficient. 
The affiliated Jewish Vocational Services, 
Family Services, and other Federation agen
cies provide language, job training, and sup
portive services. Through a network of con
tacts in the community, the refugees are 
placed in jobs appropriate to their skills 
during or immediately after undergoing 
training. Within one year, almost all Soviet 
refugees are self-sufficient members of the 
community. 

Even during the initial resettlement period, 
virtually no employable Soviet refugee is 
placed on welfare. It is the policy of Jewish 
Federations that use of state welfare pay
ments for cash assistance to employable ref
ugees would dilute the resettlement policy's 
insistence on economic self-reliance. Espe
cially in light of the Soviet refugees' at
tempted transition from a society in which 
reliance on the government is taken for 
granted to the American, democratic, free en
terprise society, the notion of sending Soviet 
refugees to the state welfare office is con
sidered inappropriate. 

Instead, appropriate maintenance assist
ance-through cash or loans-is provided to 
Soviet refugees by the Jewish Federations, 
in conjunction with training and services, in 
a manner designed to make the refugees eco
nomically and socially self-sufficient as soon 
as possible. Such a coordinated system of 
malintena.nce assistance and services facili
tates the efficient resettlement of Soviet 
refugees. 

The proposed refugee legislation should 
establish an equitable, comprehensive ref
u:;ee resettlement policy that provides suffi
cient flexibility for the federal government 
to deal appropriately with the individual 
needs of the various refugee populations in 
the United States. While equity clearly re
quires that the same care and services be 
available to all refugees, it is essential that 
alternative systems of providing these serv
ices be permitted where the administering 
federal agency determines that such alterna
tives will be the most successful and cost
efficient method of refugee resettlement. 

The proposed legislation authorizes federal 
funds for placement, resettlement and care 
grants to nonprofit voluntary agencies; fed
eral reimbursement of state welfare expenses 
!or cash and medical assistance to refugees; 
and grants to states and nonprofit agencies 
!or the provision of training, social services, 
and special projects. Within this framework, 
a nationally coordinated system of voluntary 
agencies should be able to receive federal 
funds on a per capita basis to help provide 
the entire range of refugee resettlement 
services, including care and maintenance. 
Such a system of total responsibility for a 
national voluntary agency is especially ap
propriate for the Soviet refugee population, 
and it would also serve as a model and a 
viable alternative to the more fragmented 
state provision of refugee resettlement serv
ices and cash assistance. 

As regards Soviet Jewish refugees, Jewish 
Federations should be allowed to continue 
to take full responsibility for the successful 
resettlement of this population, as has tra
ditionally been done. The Federations would 
make the commitment (as is now the case) 
that no employable Soviet refugee would 
make use of cash or medical assistance 
through the state welfare agencies. Instead, 
all cash assistance would be made available 
by the Federation itself in conjunction with 
appropriate services. Coordination and eval
uation would continue to be provided 
through the Council of Jewish Federations. 

It is especially vital to the success of the 
Soviet refugee resettlement program that 
low-income Soviet refugees not be required 
to rely on state welfare payments for cash 
and medical assistance. Not only would such 
a requirement tend to create a disincentive 
for private charitable contributions to 
refugee resettlement efforts, but it would 
also militate against the program integration 
that makes the Soviet refugee resettlement 
policy successful: 

1. The current community resettlement 
programs for Soviet Jewish refugees inte
grate financial maintenance with all phases 
of the resettlement effort. There is close co
ordination between the Jewish Federation 
agencies which are providing maintenance 
assistance and those which are providing 
training and finding employment. This co
ordination, and the agencies' accountability 
to a central planning body, would be severely 
hampered if separate public and private 
agencies were responsible for maintenance, 
training and services. 

2. An integral part of the Jewish com
munity resettlement policy relates the 
amount and form of cash assistance and 
appropriate services. 

The staff of the Jewish Federation agen
cies are able to implement these ·policies in 
a highly individun.lized fashion because of a 
good staff-client ratio and the special train
ing and supervision of the staff-including 
speci•al education in the background and cul
ture of the Soviet refugee. Many staff mem
bers are fluent in either Russian or Yiddish. 

3. Because private community support of 
the newly arrived refugee (such as rent pay
ments, food, and clothing) would be likely 
to make the refugee ineligible for state wel
fare payments, there would be a disincentive 
for charitable community contributions to 
new refugees if cash assistance for low
income refugees 1s available primarily 
through the state welfare agencies. 

It is essential that the federal agencies 
administering e.n equitable national refugee 
policy have sufficient flexibility of imple
mentation to take into consideration the ex
istence of nationally coordinated voluntary 
refugee ·resettlement systems and to recog
nize the varying needs of different refugee 
populations. The Jewish Federations' tra
ditional program of Soviet Tefugee resettle
ment represents one such system, under 
which federnl grants could be made on a per 
capita basis to a national coordinating 
voluntary organization to offset the costs of 
a total refugee resettlement program-from 
training and services to cash 65Sistance. Pri
vate community contributions for refugee 
resettlement WOUld continue to support the 
bulk of the resettlement process. Such a sys
tem would expend fewer federal dollars, help 
continue a traditionally successful refugee 
resettlement effort, and serve as an alterna
tive model for refugee resettlement. 

We there·fore hope that legisl•ative history 
will make clear Congressional intent that 
funding fOT resettlement as well as for on
going programs of maintenance and services 
to refugees can be made available either 
through the voluntary agencies or through 
public agencies-whichever is most appro
priate under the circumstances. 

RT. REv. JoHN M. ALLIN, 
New York, N.Y., May 1, 1979. 

Hon. EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee .on the Judticiary, U.S. 

Senate, Washington, D.C. 
DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As President Of 

the Executive Council of the Episcopal 
Church I am pleased to convey to you that 
on April 19, 1979 the Council considered the 
substance of the Refugee Act of 1979 and 
unanimously carried the following Resolu
tion: 
EXECUTIVE COUNCIL OF THE EPISCOPAL CHURCH 

RESOLUTION ON THE REFUGEE ACT OF 1979 

Whereas, this body has considered the sub
stance of the Refugee Act of 1979 (S. 643 
and H.R. 2816) and feels that this blll con
tains a long-sought-after comprehensive 
refugee policy and program; and 

Whereas, refugee concerns are a high pri
ority with thts Council and the Episcopal 
Church; and 

Whereas, under the proposed legislation 
50,000 refugees may be admitted annually 
and further additional refugees may be ad
Initted by the President of the United States 
after consultation by the President's desig
nees with the House and Senate Judiciary 
Committees, therefore be .it 

Resolved, that the Executive Council of 
the Episcopal Church in the United States of 
America supports, in principle, the Refugee 
Act of 1979 currently being considered by the 
Congress of the United States and urges the 
membership of the Church to give serious 
consideration to its contents and, if appro
priate, encourage and support its enactment 
into law; and be it further 

Resolved, that this body recommends that 
said Act be amended to provide that the au
thorization for any annual adinission by the 
President of the United States over the stat
utory 50,000 refugees be reviewed and ap
proved either prior or subsequent thereto by 
the Congress of the United States. 

It is my hope and that of the Executive 
council that this Resolution will be formally 
entered into the record of the hearings on 
the Refugee Act of 1979. 

With kind regards and all good wishes. 
Faithfully yours, 

JOHN M. ALLIN, 
Presiding Bishop. 

LUTHERAN COUNCIL IN THE U.S.A. 
RESOLUTIONS CONCERNING THE REFUGEE ACT 

OF 1979 

Be it resolved that the Lutheran Iminigra
tion and Refugee Service Regional Consult
ants assembled in conference in Seattle, 
washin~ton, express our strong support for 
Senate Bill 643, known as the Refugee Act 
of 1979 as a significant step in the develop
ment of a comprehensive U.S. refugee policy. 
We ask your consideration of the following 
amendments: 

1. That the definition of refugee be 
broadened to include those seeking political 
asylum and detainees. 

2. That funding for certain services for 
transitional assistance under Title nr be 
available for a minimum of five years (at 
which time refugees are eligible for citizen
ship) including the following: 

a. Mental Health Service (Mental health 
problems normally surface 2-3 years after 
arrival); 

b. English as a Second Language (essential 
for developing and upgrading skills necessary 
for self-sufficiency); 

c. Social Services (essential to becoming 
participating and contributing members of 
society); 

d. Employment Services. 
3. That services be provided by public and 

private voluntary agencies who have ongo
ing experience in refugee resettlement. 

4. That services be flexible enough to meet 
the v·arying needs of diverse refugee groups. 
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STATEMENT BY THE AMERICAN FEDERATION OF 

LABOR AND CONGRESS OF INDUSTRIAL ORGA
NIZATIONS 
The ~CIO is pleased to submit its views 

on the "Refugee Act of 1979," a bill which, 
1f passed, will do much to revise th~ proce
dures in the Immigration and Natwnality 
Act for the admission of political refugees 
into the United States. 

The American labor movement , which was 
forged by immigrants and political refugees, 
as were other movements and institutions 
throughout this country, has a deep and un
abiding commitment to aid refugees from 
oppression. Our work on behalf of Jews and 
trade unionists escaping from Hitler's holo
caust, and our assistance to Hungarians, 
other East Europeans, Cubans and most re
cently, Indochinese testifies to this commit
ment. 

While some in this country have wavered, 
our resolve to help 1i.he victims of totalitar
ianism has remained unchanged, unaffected 
by domestic or international political whims. 
This is because the nature of totalitarianism 
remains unchanged, while the number of 
despots controlling the lives of ordinary peo
ple has increased dramatically. We are also 
acutely aware that the response of the Amer
ican people and their government to the 
plight of political refugees is a crucial factor 
in the response of other democratic nations. 

The "Refugee Act of 1979" is long over
due. While the Immigration and Nationality 
Act of 1952 served its purposes well , the last 
few years have witnessed increasing tension 
between the Congress and the Executive 
branch over the process by which political 
refugees are admitted into the United States. 
It must be said that each branch of govern
ment bears its share of the blame for the 
lack of a consistent and coherent policy to
ward political refugees . (This is why the 
process of consultation that apparently went 
into the drafting of this bill is so important. 
It demonstrates a new spirit of cooperation, 
and end to an unfortunate interlude which 
made every decision on paroling political 
refugees an unnecessary skirmish.] Presi
dent Carter, Senator Kennedy, Representa
tives Rodino and Holtzman, and others are 
to be commended for their efforts to ration
alize the law. The result will greatly ease the 
suffering of people who have not yet made 
the awesome decision to embark upon a life 
as a political refugee. 

In our view there are two principal con
cerns that opponents of this bill may articu
late. One is that the effect of the legislation 
will be to open the country to unmanage
able numbers of refugees. The other is that 
the cost of resettling the refugees perma
nently in the United States will be prohibi
tive. Both conclusions are unwarranted. 

While the Act does increase the number of 
political refugees who could be admitted 
each year from ~ 7,400 to 50,000, this does not 
represent an actual increase in the number 
which have been admitted in recent years. 
And, the procedures outlined in the bill 
clearly include and define a role for the Con
gress in the decision-making process con
cerning the admission of additional refugees 
in emergency situatons. 

How is it that the AFL-CIO, some might 
ask, is willing to support the continued ad
mission of refugees when unemployment is 
already intolerably high? The essential rea
son is our belief in fundamental American 
values, values which place a premium on 
human life and freedom .. No organization is 
more concerned about the problem of un
employment than the AFL-CIO. But that 
problem will be only marginally affected by 
the number of refugees the United States is 
likely to admit annually. 

Many of those who voice concern about 
increasing the number of political refugees 
admitted into the country are the same peo
ple who are unw1lling to support effective 

measures to stem the flow of illegal aliens 
across our borders. To fall to live up to our 
international responsiblllty to grant resettle
ment opportunities to political refugees be
cause we have failed to prevent millions of 
illegals from entering is myopic at best, and 
perverse at worst. 

The cost factor is also essentially a non.
issue. The proposed legislation calls for the 
termination of federal assistance to refugees 
after they have been in the country for two 
years. Many will be off assistance long be
fore that. In other words, the "Refugee Act 
of 1979" imposes a limit, albeit a reasonable 
one where limits do not presently exists. 

c~rtainly, resettling refugees will cost sub
stantial tax dollars, but, in our view, this 
is an investment in Americr.'s future. The 
refugees quickly become taxpayers and con
sumers, thus creating jobs in the long run. 
Another important factor to keep in mind is 
that the cost of rese·ttling refugees is not 
borne solely by the states an,d the federal 
government. Dozens of voluntary organiza
tions match government funds dollar for 
dollar in the resettling process. Thousands 
of individual Americans contribute their 
time and money to assist the refugee and 
his family in making the transition into 
American life. We are, incidentally proud 
to point out that the AFL-CIO has collected 
thousands of dollars, from our international 
unions as well as our state and city labor 
centers, to aid in the resettlement of Indo
china refugees. 

There are other important aspects of the 
"Refugee Act of 1979" which should be ad
dressed for the record. 

The new definition of the term "refugee" 
in the blll is a change which is necessary 
if the United States is to maintain a credible 
human rights policy. The language conforms 
closely with that in the United Nations Con
vention and Protocol Relating to the Status 
of Refugees. Above all, it reflects intern,a
tional reality. While the Communist dicta
torships continue to generate the greatest 
number of political refugees, it is clear that 
the ideologically bizarre dictatorships which 
abound in the world today are generating an 
increasing number. The Act's redefinition 
takes this into account. 

As alluded to earlier, the provisions of the 
bill which clarify the use of the Attorn~y 
General's parole authority and provide a 
new procedure fbr admitting refugees in 
emergency situations are most welcome. It 
should mean better planning an.d smoother 
implementation of the law, while minimiz
ing differences between the Legislative and 
Executive branches which have, in: the past, 
resulted in needless suffering by the refugees. 

The United Nations High Commissioner for 
Refugees has pointed out that the bill lacks 
any provision for "granting asylum to indi
viduals who are refugees in accordance with 
the definition set out in the Bill." While 
such a provision may not have been neces
sary in the past because of our relative geo
graphic isolation, changes in modes of inter
national travel, make the UNHCR's sugges
tions on asylum procedures worthy of in
clusion in the bill. 

The AFL-CIO's continuing involvement in 
policy of admitting Indochinese refugees is 
well-known. We believe that the "Refugee 
Act of 1979" provides an excellent legal and 
administrative mechanism for the realiza
tion of that goal. But as the attached AFL
CIO Executive Council statement on Indo
chinese refugees, passed last month, states: 
"In the final analysis, no single nation and 
surely no private organizations have the 
means of providing haven and sustenance 
for the growing number of refugees. Nor can 
this problem be met by scattered, ad hoc 
efforts. It requires the cooperation of many 
governments and the development of an 
overall plan for the rescue and resettlement 
of the refugees from totalitarianism. We call 
upon the U.S. Government to press other 

governments to join in such a coordinated 
effort. We also call upon the trade union 
movements of the free world to urge their 
governments to respond generously to the 
needs of refugees." 

In concert with U.S. diplomatic initiatives, 
passage of the "Refugee Act of 1979" will pro
vide the international community with the 
leadership necessary to develop a compre
hensive effort to rescue and resettle hundreds 
of thousands of desperate political refugees 
each year. 

STATEMENT BY THE AF~IO EXECUTIVE 
COUNCIL 

During the past year the ~CIO has 
worked actively for the adoption of a more 
compassionate, open-ended policy for the 
admission of Indochinese refugees into the 
United States. While the administration, 
with congressional approval, has more than 
doubled the number of refuge.es admitted 
into the country, much remains to be done. 

Thousands continue to flee from Vietnam, 
Laos and Cambodia. Many people, especially 
ethnic Chinese, are leaving Vietnam after 
paying substantial bribes to Communist of
ficials. Repeated claims that these people are 
not bona fide political refugees have been 
made by governments in Southeast Asia. 
Such myopic reasoning defies international 
law and basic humanitarianism. 

At an international consultation held in 
Geneva last December, under the auspices 
of the United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees, representatives of 35 free na
tions expressed sympathy for those making 
the dangerous exodus. Yet, no nation made 
firm commitments to accept a sufficient 
number of refugees for permanent resettle
ment. 

In the final analysis, no single nation and 
surely no private organizations have the 
means of providing haven and sustenance 
for the growing numbers of refugees. Nor can 
this problem be met by scattered, ad hoc 
efforts. It requires the cooperation of many 
governments and the development of an 
overall plan for the rescue and resettlement 
of these refugees from totalitarianism. We 
call upon the u.s. government to press other 
governments to join in such a coordinated 
effort. We also call upon the trade union 
movements of the free world to urge their 
governments to respond generously to the 
needs of the refugee<>. 

Meanwhile, the AFL-CIO Executive Coun
cil reaffirms its statement of February 1978. 
The AF~IO strongly urges that the admin
istration further increase admissions of 
Indochinese refugees into the United States. 
To demonstrate our commitment, the AFL
CIO has established the Southeast Asian 
Refugee Fund to raise money for U.S. volun
tary organizations which assist in the re
settlement effort. All affiliated unions, state 
and local central bodies are urged to con
tribute. generously to the fund. 

STATEMENT BY BAYARD RUSTIN 
I am pleased to respond to Senator Ken

nedy's request for my views on the "Refugee 
Act of 1979", a much-needed bill to revise 
procedures in the Immigration and National
ity Act for the admission of political refugees 
into the United States. 

America has a proud tradition of provid
ing haven for political refugees, and this 
Committee, especially its Chairman, is to be 
commended for demonstrating leadership by 
drafting this bill in cooperation with the 
Administration and the House Subcommittee 
on Immigration and International Law. 

The black community has a deep and con
tinuing iterest in the fate of political refu
gees, whether they be victims of South 
Africa's apartheid, Pol Pot's perverse para
noia, Idi Amin's atrocities, Soviet inhuman
ity, Pinochet's systematic repression, or 
Vietnamese retribution. Our interest is de-
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void of abstraction. We experience human 
misery. We know desperation. We live in 
constant struggle. We hunger for freedom. 
And, we understand what it means to be 
pushed aside and forgotten. 

Nearly one year ago, more than 90 black 
leaders from civil rights, labor, business, 
community and professional organizations 
signed a statement, which appeared in the 
New York Times, urging the admission of 
Indochinese refugees into the United States. 
Nothing has happened in the past year, nor 
is anything likely to happen in the next, to 
change the attitudes of black leaders towards 
opening America's doors to greater numbers 
of political refugees, whether they be Indo
chinese, Cubans, East European or African. 
The reason is simple, and can be found in a 
passage from that statement: "Through our 
arduous struggle for civil, political and eco
nomic rights in America, we have learned 
a fundamental lesson: the battle against 
human misery is indivisible. If our govern
ment lacks compassion for ·these dispossessed 
human beings, it is difficult to believe that 
the same government can have much com
passion for America's black minority, or for 
America's poor. 

For black Americans to allow the linkage 
between our continuing struggle for economic 
and political freedom and the struggles of 
political refugees to be broken would surely 
diminish our own chances for Guccess. 

The most common objection to admitting 
additional political refugees into our country 
is that the unemployment situation is al
ready intolerable. No group of people in the 
United States suffer more from unemploy
ment than do black Americans. And yet, the 
90 black leaders who signed the New York 
Times statement rejected such an argument 
as dehumanizing both to black people and 
American ideals. As I am sure you are aware, 
so has the AFL-CIO Executive Council. To 
accept this objection is to believe that if the 
United States had refused to admit 30,000 
Hungarians and 660,000 Cubans there would 
be nearly 700,000 more jobs available for, say, 
black Americans. Such a notion cloaks a mis
understanding of reality in a. cape of concern. 

With .that introduction allow me to ad
dress some of the important aspects of the 
"Refugee Act of 1979". 

The new definition of the term "refugee" 
contained in the bill is most welcome. By 
bringing the language of our legislation 
closer in line with that of the United Nations 
Convention and Protocol Relating to the 
Status of Refugees, United States credibility 
on human rights is enhanced. As important 
is the fact that a greater number of political 
refugees from Africa will be eligible for ad
mission if the bill passes. 

Raising the admission level of refugees to 
50,000 annually and increasing the worldwide 
limitation to 320,000 is absolutely necessary 
if the Act is to make our nation responsive 
to present international realities. There is no 
better way for the United States to demon
strate its commitment to individual freedom 
than to open its doors to such a significant 
number of political refugees on an annual 
basis. At the same time our government must 
forcefully urge other free nations to increase 
the number of refugees they accept for per
manent resettlement. Regrettably, our ex
ample and attempts at moral suasion have 
yet to produce meaningful international re
sults in .the case of Indochinese refugees. We 
must, of course, continue to press for inter
national cooperation, and I urge this Com
mittee and other Committees of the Congress 
to explore ways in which our efforts can have 
greater effect. While doing this we must be 
willing to redouble our commitment in crisis 
situations. We must be bold international 
leaders in testing our own limits. 

The procedures in the b111 for handling 
emergency refugee situations seem to solve 
a great many problems that have surrounded 

the use of the Attorney General's parole au
thority. While the parole authority has been 
used effectively for large groups of refugees 
beginning with the Hungarians, in recent 
years questions have been raised about its 
legality. With .the passage of this bill many 
of the frustrations associated with the parole 
process will disappear. And, seemingly <::!nd
less delays and bottlenecks in the approval 
process will be a thing of the past. If any 
members of the Committee doubt this, I urge 
them to tighten up the language of this bill, 
making it impossible for anyone to find ex
cuses for delay and obstruction. 

My most recent invclvement in refugee 
affairs is as a member of the Citizens Com
mission on Indochinese Refugees, organized 
by the International Rescue Committea. 
After twice visiting refugee camps in South
east Asia and witnessing the terrible condi
tions most of these refugees must endure 
while they await scarce permanent resettle
ment opportunities, I must add some 
thoughts for your consideration. 

The United States should accept at least 
100,000 Indochinese refugees over the next 
year both to relieve their suffering and the 
pressures that their presence creates for the 
ill-equipped developing nations of the region. 
Once this decision is made, our processing 
and transporting of these refugees should be 
rapid, for every senseless bureaucratic delay 
contributes to unnecessary suffering among 
men, women, and children who have endured 
too much misery for too long already. 

I offer my unqualified support of the 
"Refugee Act of 1979", and am confident that 
my views are shared by many others in the 
black community. 

NEW DIRECTIONS, 
Washington, D.O., May 8, 1979. 

Senator EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
2241 Dirksen Senate Office Building, 
Washington, D.O. 

DEAR TED: At its last meeting on March 30, 
the Governing Board of New Directions 
adopted a resolution urging the passage of 
the Refugee Act of 1979 (S. 643, H.R. 2816). 
(New Directions is a citizens· lobby working 
toward world security.) 

We feel that the bill commendably reor
anizes our refugee programs and will help 
to elevate refugee issues to a higher priority 
in our foreign policy. 

We believe that the b111 acknowledges the 
size and diversity of refugee populations by 
extending the definition of "refugee" beyond 
narrow geographic and ideological criteria. 
and essentially adopting the definition of 
"refugee" incorporated in the U.N. Protocol 
Relating to the Status of Refugees, to which 
we are a. party. We would urge, however, that 
the new definition be made more fiexible 
by including within it persons displaced in 
their own country, specifically prisoners of 
conscience, either in detention or recently 
released. 

New Directions applauds the realistic pro
visions for the admission of larger numbers 
of refugees and urges that the presidential 
restriction to "groups" and "classes" of refu
gees be made broad enough to conform to 
the new definition which abolishes existing 
geographical and ideological limitations. 

We also welcome the reorganization of our 
domestic assistance programs which provide 
immigrant status for "normalfiow" refugees. 
These measures will avoid many of the hard
ships that have existed in recent years for 
those refugees who have sought a new life 
in the United States. 

The support you have given to the effort 
to improve our refugee programs is deeply 
appreciated. We look forward to working with 
you to secure the passage of strong and hu
mane legislation. 

Best wishes. 
Sincerely, 

CHARLES W. WHALEN, Jr., 
President. 

THE EPISCOPAL DIOCESE OF DALLAS, 
Dallas, Tex., June 12, 1979. 

Senator EDWARD KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Committee on The Judiciary, 

Russell Senate Office Building, Washing
ton, D .O. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: In response to the 
Resolution adopted unanimously by the 
Executive Council of the Episcopal Church, 
I am writing to endorse the Refugee Act of 
1979 known as Senate B111 #643. [This B111, 
in my opinion contains a long sought after 
comprehensive refugee policy and should be 
the highest priority both in the House and 
Senate.] As you may know this Diocese has 
long ministered to refugees throughout the 
world and especially to new Americans and 
we intend to continue this ministry under 
such a. priority. 

We would appreciate your informing the 
Committee of our interest. 

Faithfully, 
Rt. Rev. A. DONALD DAVIES, 

Bishop of Dallas. 

STATEMENT OF THE AMERICAN FRIENDS SERV
ICE COMMITTEE 

AMENDMENTS TO THE IMMIGRATION AND NA
TIONALITY ACT AND THE REFUGEE ASSISTANCE 
ACT OF 1962 

The American Friends Service Committee 
welcomes the initiation of a bill to amend 
existing legislation regarding the admission 
of refugees to the United States. We believe 
the redefinition of the categories of people 
to whom the bill applies, the increase in 
"normalfiow" to 50,000 a. year, the immediate 
granting of immigrant status to refugees, 
and the provisions for additional emergency 
admissions are all important improvements. 
In what follows, we review briefiy the AFSC's 
involvement with refugee concerns since its 
founding, note our cuiTent involvement and 
interest, and make some recommendations 
which we believe would add further to the 
effectiveness of the proposed legislation. 
BACKGROUND OF INVOLVEMENT WITH REFUGEES 

AFSC work for the relief of war-related 
suffering began with the founding of the 
Committee in 1917, when young conscientious 
objectors were sent to Europe to work in 
France, particularly. Major feeding programs 
followed the war in Germany and in the 
Soviet Union. During the Spanish Civil war, 
AFSC staff worked on both sides and, as the 
war ended, assisted loyalist refugees who fied 
across the Pyrenees into France. 

In the 1930's and 1940's, AFSC was active 
in Europe, in the United States, and around 
the world, to fac1litate the emigration of Jew
ish refugees and their resettlement and sup
port. Work continued with displaced persons 
and with the integration of remaining refu
gees and of Volksdeutsche in Germany and 
Austria into the 1950's. AFSC staff were able 
to assist with both emergency and long-term 
needs of Hungarian refugees as they crossed 
into Austria. in 1956 and some remained in 
that country. 

Elsewhere, AFSC was one of the private 
voluntary organizations assisting Palestinian 
refugees after the partition of Palestine, 
working from 1948 to 1950 (when UNRRWA 
took over) to bring assistance to 200,000 ref
ugees in the Gaza Strip. Since that time, 
AFSC has continued to send m&terial as
sistance to Palestinian refugees through the 
Middle East Council of Churches; and since 
1971, AFSC has, under UNRRWA auspices, 
carried on the only educational program for 
pre-school refugee children in the Gaza. Strip, 
running at present 12 kindergartens serving 
a. total of 1,300 five-year olds-15% of that 
age group living in the camps. 

AFSC also worked with refugees in the 
Kunsan area. of Korea. from 1953 to 1957; 
with Algerian refugees in Tunisia and Mo
rocco beginning in 1959, and continuing in 
Algeria. after the cease-fire between France 
and Algeria. permitted the refugees to re-
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turn to their own country in 1962; with 
Chinese refugees in Hong Kong beginning in 
1959 and continuing until 1967 when the 
work was devolved onto other organizations; 
and with Cuban refugees entering the United 
States in the 1960's. 

RECENT AND CURRENT CONCERNS 

Chileans and other Latin Americans from 
the Southern Cone. The AFSC has had a pro
gram in the field in Chile since July, 1973. 
At the time of the military coup in Septem
ber 1973, ASFC staff were in a position to or
fer assist ance to refugees in Chile and to 
Chileans subject to detention and repression 
because of their beliefs or their activities in 
support of the previous government and/ or 
its programs of social development, particu
larly in the field of public health. Supports 
of various kinds were provided to people in 
Chile, to some who fled to the United States 
and elsewhere, and to a small group of Chile
an refugees resident in Buenos Aires, Argen
tina. Concerned that the parole provisions of 
the present refugee and immigration legisla
tion be extended to include Chilean refugees 
in countries of immediate asylum and to 
detainees and others in fear of being de
tained inside Chile, AFSC staff in the United 
States called on administration officials and 
members of Congress, urging such action. In 
conjunction with other private voluntary 
and church agencies, AFSC later extended 
this plea to include refugees from other 
countries of the Southern Cone, especially 
Uruguay and Argentina. 

Haitians. Haitian refugees who have been 
arriving in Florida in small boats in con
siderable numbers (an estimated 8,000 thus 
far) since 1973 merit special attention. Con
gress has not moved to authorize their ad
mission-as was done for Cubans and Viet
namese, for example. The Immigration and 
Naturalization Service has treated the 
Haitians as unwanted opportunists. Rather 
than accepting them as asylum claimants 
within the U.S.-signed Protocol and accom
modating them until their status can be 
established, hundreds of men, dozens of 
women, and some children have been placed 
in jails as holding fac111ties. Some of the 
men have been held for more than a year. 

Adults who had bonded out or been re
leased were denied work authorization for 
several years. During a brief period in 1978, 
temporary permits were issued, but in recent 
months renewal appears to be at the whim 
of INS officers. Many arrivals since November 
1978 have never received work permits; many 
others of longer residence in Florida have 
not obtained renewals. Nor are the Haitian 
refugees eligible for public assistance in
volving federal funds. 

Calixte Lucien was a coast guardsman in 
Haiti , part of a group who tried to overthrow 
the Duvalier government. Others in the same 
group have been granted political asylum. In 
August 1978, Lucien was told that if he 
chose to stay in the U.S. he would be put 
in jail for five years and could not work. He 
told INS he would rather die than be sent 
back to Haiti. He was put in jail and kept 
there. When he and others staged a hunger 
strike on February 22, 1979, in protest, they 
were beaten and gassed. 

AFSC and members of the Religious Society 
of Friends have offered assistance to Haitian 
refugees in two ways, both of them repre
sented in small efforts. In the Miami area 
Friends have provided and continue to pro
vide minimal material assistance and some 
counseling, through volunteers, especially in 
relation to refugees' hearings before the 
Immigration and Naturallzation Service. We 
have also joined with other church-related 
groups in an effort to obtain just treatment 
for and acceptance of Haitians as refugees 
through appropriate changes in government 
policies and attitudes. 

Indochinese. Beginning in 1967, the AFSC 
has been concerned for and worked on be
half of people displaced or disabled by the 
Vietnam war and its aftermath. During the 
war we supported a child care center and, 
particularly, a rehabilitation center in 
Quang Ngai where amputees and paraplegics 
received care without regard to their politics 
or station. We also sent medical supplies to 
the North Vietnamese and to the National 
Liberation Front, in the long standing 
Quaker tradition of working to meet human 
need on all sides of a conflict. A parallel 
educational effort in the United States was 
moun ted to bring an end to the war and the 
terrlDle suffering it imposed on the Vietna
mese people. 

Since the war, AFSC has continued its 
concern for Vietnam, that normal relations 
with the rest of the world be restored and 
that vast reconstruction needs be met. Man
ufacturing, fishing, and agricultural equip
ment have been supplied, as have the neces
sary materials to allow the Quaker-started 
rehabilitation center, now in Qui Nhon, to 
continue to make artificial limbs and assist 
paraplegics. Education in the United States 
has focused on the needs of the Vietnamese 
people and the rightness of U.S. humani
tarian assistance and recognition for the 
present government. 

With the end of the fighting in 1975, the 
AFSC directed its help to people in Vietnam 
and Laos, many of whom had been displaced 
by the war or by government policy. In re
gard to the first, large wave of Vietnamese 
refugees to the United States. AFSC under
took a study on their conditions and recep
tion in this country, with special concern 
for the opportunity and information they 
had to help them prepare for life here if 
they wished to stay, or return to Vietnan{, if 
that should be possible. 

Because of the chaotic nature of the 
American evacuation in 1975, many Indo
chinese who had staked their livelihoods if 
not their lives on U.S. commitments were 
left behind. In Vietnam alone tens of thou
sands of intelligence and security-related 
people were abandoned, and "well over one 
million" persons who had been employed by 
the U.S. government or were their depend
ents were also abandoned, according to 
Frank Sneppe reporting in Decent Interval. 
The situation of refugees from Indochina 
thus has a special dimension for Americans. 
Directly or indirectly, their plight is to a 
large degree a consequence of American in
tervention. Some observers are inclined to 
blame the new Socialist governments for 
harsh policies which in turn create refugees, 
ignoring both disastrous weather conditions 
and resulting food shortages (which else
where would have drawn American sympa
thy and response) and also the American 
role which created or exacerbated so many 
of the social and economic problems which 
now have to be resolved-resolved without 
any financial or technical help from the 
United States. 

Currently two Vietnamese-speaking AFSC 
staff are on assignment in Malaysia to ex
plore services that AFSC might offer on be
half of the boat people from Vietnam. The 
AFSC staff are also studying the situation 
of Indochinese refugees in Thailand and 
may make recommendations for program 
with them.• 

Southern Africa. The AFSC has been in 
touch With refugees from white supremicist 
states in southern Africa since the outset of 
its work in that part of the world in the 
1950's. Direct assistance to refugees began 

*Please see attached article, "Boa.t People 
Can Be Helped," Philadelphia Inquirer, 
1/5/79, for a fuller explanation of our views 
on the boat people. 

only recently, however. This assistance has 
included grants to African agencies respon
sible for South African student refugees In 
Botswana and shipments of clothing, tex
tiles, shoes, soap and medical supplies 
through nationalist Rhodesian groups for 
black Rhodesian refugees in Zambia and 
Mozambique. The Board of Directors of 
AFSC has just approved a major new pro
gram of technical and material assistance to 
refugees, especially in Zambia, Tanzania, and 
Mozambique. 

In the United States AFSC works with 
South Africans exiled for political reasons. 
It has employed a black South African exile 
to administer part of its Southern Africa 
Program and has provided forums for others 
through which to share their experiences. 
These refugees have included white South 
Africans in exile because they have resisted 
conscription or left their military units. 

The AFSC feels there are potentially many 
thousands of white and black persons from 
southern Africa who for reasons of con
science or resistance to oppression will need 
sanctuary in the years ahead. The United 
States can be one of the places of refuge 
for them, just as it has ·tried to be a country 
of refuge for persons from Communist states. 

COMMENT AND RECOMMENDATIONS 

Current refugee legislation has led, we 
believe, to a number of gross inequities and 
injustices. Hundreds of thousands of refu
gees have been admitted to the United States 
from Vietnam, Cuba, and Hungary. From 
Chile and other southern cone countries suf
fering under notoriously repressive govern
ments, a total of only 600 refugees and their 
families have been allowed entry; the pro
gram not only was severely limited in size 
but also has required an unconscionably long 
time to be realized. Haitian refugeees have 
been subjected to harsh treatment, to denial 
of the means of survival while they must 
walt for their claims of asylum to be heard, 
and to apparently capricious exclusion and 
deportation procedures. The federal govern
ment provides generous sums for the settle
ment of certain categories of refugees; for 
others it provides nothing. 

The legislation that is now proposed goes 
a long way to meet many of these problems. 
and as noted above we are very grateful for 
the initiative that has been taken in the 
introduction of this bill. From our experi
ence with and concern for refugees the world 
over come the following recommendations 
for additional change which we believe will 
also be beneficial. 

1. Given the enormous human suffering, 
upheaval, and loss represented by a.ny refu
gee flow or need for resettlement or asylum, 
it is our first and primary recommendation 
that the government and people of the 
United States continually and urgently seek 
ways to prevent forced or involuntary move
ments of peoples: far better to help people 
become secure and self-reliant in their own 
lands than to have to assist them, however 
generously and capably, in a move they have 
no Wish to xnake. While this recommendation 
is clearly outside the scope of the present 
legisla.tlon, we must not lose the ultimate 
vision of a just world, at peace across and 
within national boundaries. 

2. Following f·rom this recommendation, 
AFSC recommends that repatriation, where 
feasible and desired by ·refugees or displaced 
persons, be a preferred choice to resettlement 
outside of their native lands. Further, con
cern for human rights should be so em
bedded in our laws and administration that 
other governments would be called to a high 
standard of respect and justice in dealing 
with their own people; and the United States 
should seek to ameliorate material con
ditions in less developed countries which 
may cause people to accept great physical 
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danger as the price of fllght. Development 
assistance which reaches base level com
munities, through· indigenous or outside 
agencies, ma.y be offered. In the specific case 
of Vietnam, normalization of relations fol
lowed by reconstruction and disaster assist
ance including food a.ld and basic medicines, 
would both be morally right and ·also would 
do far more, on a dollar-for-dollar basis, to 
help the people of the area. to s.n &eeepta.ble 
level of 11 ving than assistance ·to ll."efugees in 
camps and resettlement schemes in the 
United States and elsewhere. 

3. A distinction between political and eco
nomic refugees is extremely diftlcult to draw 
in many cases. Legislation should recognize 
that people who have fled their homelands 
for economic reasons may by that fact ·alone 
become political refugees--as we believe to 
be the case for some in Ha.lti, Laos, and Viet
nam, for example. Therefore we would rec
ommend a broad and inclusive, rather than 
a narrow and potentially exclusive, definition 
of those to be assisted under the proposed 
blll. 

4. We recommend that the legislation rec
ognize the right of asylum s.nd specify a non
refoulement policy on the part of the U.S. 
government; a -provision to include political 
detainees, even though stlll in their own 
country, should ·be added to the ·blll. 

5. The United Nations High Commissioner 
for Refugees is mandated by the U.S. to as
sist refugees and displaced persons and to 
coordinate work on their behalf. We strongly 
urge that the proposed legisl,a.tion oprovide 
for the United States vigorously to support 
that oftlce and its services 'around the world, 
work closely with it, and accept as part of 
that commitment the U.N. definition of 
refugee. 

6. In llght of the United. Nations resolu
tion recognizing the right of conscientious 
objection to service in armed or -pollee forces 
defending apartheid and granting such ob
jectors who flee their countries to avoid such 
service refugee status, we recommend th'at 
the United States make provisions to receive 
these people under the proposed legislation, 
as refugees. 

7. AFSC strongly supports the recognition 
of federal financial responsibillty to he·lp in 
resettlement of refugees. We recommend 
that the legislation provide for assistance 
on an equitable basis across the board, with 
no group or individual favored above another 
except ·as special handicaps or other partic
ular needs demand. 

8. Finally, the .AFSC supports the proposed 
ch'anges in current law and the above further 
changes on the basis of concern for the indi
vidual human beings involved in refugee 
movements. It is our recommendation that 
the legisl•a.tion emphasize the humanitall"ian 
criterion as primary and the short-term na
tional interest of the United States as sec
ondary, if it is to be included at all as the 
human needs of refugees are considered. 

TEXAS DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES, 
Austin, Tex., April6, 1979. 

Hon. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
Chairman, Senate Committee on the Judi

ciary, Room 2226, Dirksen Senate Office 
Building, Washington, D.C. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: As Commissioner 
o! the Texas DepartmenJt of Human Re
sources, and through my association with 
the Am.ertcan Public Welfare AssOICdation, I 
have carefully watched the progress of the 
refugee program in this country. In that 
Texas has the second highest Indochinese 
refugee poopula.tlon in the country, Sell81te 
B1ll No. 643 is of special interest to me. 

Senate Blll No. 643 provides for equitable 
and humanitarian treatment of all refugees 
and is a grea.t improvemenrt; over the in
consistent assistance offered in the past. In 
Texas we do aruticlpate some problems in 
effectively resettHng refugees 1f all provi
sions of the bill are passed as written. 

I would like to rth&nk you for this op
portunity to opresent written testimony on 
this blll and for your consideration of it. 

Siru:erely, 
JEROME CHAPMAN. 

TESTIMONY OF JEROME CHAPMAN, COMMIS
SIONER, DEPARTMENT OF HUMAN RESOURCES, 
THE STATE OF TEXAS 
Chairman Kennedy and distingu.1sb.ed 

members of the Sena.te Judliciary Commilttee: 
I am Jerome Chapman, Commissioner of 

the Texas Depail'tment Off Human Resources. 
I welcome this opportunity to present our 
observations and comments on the Refugee 
Act of 1979. (Benate Bill No. 643) 

Dt has been estimated that there are 22,-
700 Indoohinese :refugees residing in the 
State of Texas. This popula.tion is increasing 
at the rate of approximately 300 refugees 
per month. These new Texas residents con
sist of "boa.t cases" newly admitted to the 
U!Ilited states and settled in Texas by th.e 
Voluntary Settlement Agencies (VOLAGS) ; 
and of tndochinese refugee individuals and 
famiUes moving to Texas o.fter having pre
viously settled in other states. The basis of 
this secondary migration has been attributed 
to the warmer climate, the presence of more 
jobs, and the residency of relatives in Texas. 
Volunta,ry agencies estima.te an a.ddltional 
80,000 to 100,000 new Indochinese refugees 
will be admi trted to thds counrt;ry by Decem- · 
ber 31, 1979, Mld anticipate that a.pproxi
ma.tely 11% will settle in Texas. 

Traditionally, 10% of the Indochinese 
refugee population in Texas at any point in 
time has been served by the Indochinese 
Refugee Assistance Program. This program is 
and has been funded with 100% Federal 
monies and has b~en administered, through 
the Department of Health, Education, and 
Welfare, by the individual states. Services 
provided under this program have been in 
the form of financial assistance, medical as
sistance, and social services. The level of 
these services has been comparable to the 
Aid to Familles with Dependent Children, 
Medicaid, and Title XX Social Servi,ces pro
grams which are available to U.S. Citizens. 
Texas has never appropriated any state funds 
to provide assistance to these refugees; funds 
to 'be used for this purpose are not included 
in legislative appropriation requests for the 
fiscal years 198o-81. 

It is our understanding that the proposed 
legislation, S. 643, would only allow refugees 
to be eligible for relocation assistance for 
two years following their resettlement in the 
United States. The Texas Department of 
Human Resources feels two years may not be 
suftlcient time for all refugees to become fully 
adjusted and self-suftlcient. If federal funds 
end after only two years, a refugee popula
tion may remain in Texas which 1s not self
suftlcient and which may be in need of finan
cial and medical assistance. There will be no 
means for Texas to provide this aid as Texas 
does not have a general assistance or unem
played parent program. Services provided to 
eligible refugees through existing programs, 
such as Aid to Families with Dependent Chil
dren and Medicaid, will not be fully reim
bursed with federal funds thus resulting in 
increased state expenditures. 

If the two year eligibility period was ap
plied to our current financial assistance case
load, 67.2% of the cases would have to be 
denied. This represents approximately 1,400 
people who would no longer be eligible for 
any assistance in Texas. The proposed two 
year limitation for Social Services actually 
will only provide for about 18 months of as
sistance since it takes about 6 months to 
get refugees integrated into the dellvery 
system. 

The continuation of the Indochinese Refu
gee Assistance Program and the extent of 
federal participation has become a matter of 
national debate. In our opinion, this debate 

should carefully consider the following 
factors: 

1. The Indochinese Refugee Program is a 
federally initiated and mandated program. 

2. Federal direction for this program has 
been inconsistent and erratic due to the 
lack of uniform national policy in the areas 
of funding and ellgibllity. 

3. State resources are not available for .this 
program as current expenditures are 100 
percent federally reimbursed. 

In order to adequately meet the needs of 
Indochinese refugees, the Texas Department 
of Human Resources recommends that legis
lation for this program contain the follow
ing provisions: 

1. Assistance to refugees should be 100 per
cent federally reimbursed until the refugee 
is self-supporting for one year. 

2. Services to unaccompanied refugee 
minors should be paid for with 100 percent 
federal funds until they reach the age of 
majority. 

3. Maximum use of private agencies to 
serve unaccompanied refugee minors should 
be encouraged. 

We feel these recommendations ,best serve 
the financial, medical, and social needs of 
Indochinese refugees. Unless financial as
sistance to the refugee households continues 
untll they become sel!-suftlcient, their ad
justment to life in the United States will be 
very diftlcult. Texas may be unable to pro
vide this assistance unless 100 percent fed
eral financial participation in the Indo
chinese Refugee Program is maintained. 

SoCIAL DEMOCRATS, USA, 
Washington, D.C., May 10, 1979. 

DEAR SENATOR KENNEDY: The dangerous 
conditions which threaten the existence of 
tens of thousands of Indochinese refugees 
are cause for increasing concern on the part 
of numerous American citizens. 

To demonstrate this concern, a number of 
Washingtonians representing a diversity of 
political views has signed the enclosed Ap
peal on the Indochinese Refugees. 

We want you to know there is considerable 
support for legislation that will permit the 
entry of these brave people into our coun
try, which was founded by refugees and 
built by immigrants. 

Legislation has been introduced to help 
solve this problem, but we are concerned 
that it will not receive sutncient attention 
during a period in which other issues seem 
to crowd the Congressional agenda. 

We therefore urge you to support the Ref
ugee Act of 1979 (S. 643 and HR 28.16), and 
to become a co-sponsor of this legislation, 1! 
you have not already done so. 

Thank you. 
Sincerely, 

PAUL R. PORTER, 
Chairman.e 

ADDRESS ON SALT BEFORE PHOE-
NIX CHAMBER OF COMMERCE 

e Mr. DECONCINI. Mr. President, Ire
cently delivered an address on the SALT 
II Treaty to the Phoenix Chamber of 
Commerce. In that speech, I outlined 
some aspects of the treaty which I find 
troublesome. As the fonnal Senate de
bate approaches, I believe it is important 
for all Senators to share with one an
other their perceptions, analyses, and 
concerns. This will, I believe, contribute 
to a more meaningful and infonned de
bate. Thus, I ask that the text of those 
remarks be printed in the RECORD. 

The address follows: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR DENNIS DECONCINI 
After many months of delay and with great 

fanfare, the President has finally submitted 
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the SALT II treaty to the Senate. The Senate 
must now exercise its solemn constitutional 
obligation to "advise and consent" on the 
question of ratification. If two-thirds of 
those Senators present and voting concur, 
SALT II wlll become the supreme law of the 
land and every American wlll be bound by it. 

I would like to remind President Carter 
and President Brezhnev that the Senate's 
role in the treaty-making process is defined 
by the Constitution of the United States. Our 
founding fathers believed that the collective 
wisdom of the Senate should be applied to 
any potential treaty. The power to "advise 
and consent" clearly extends to making any 
changes that we believe are required in the 
national interest. I would further like tore
mind President Carter and President Brezh
nev that in approving this treaty we are 
creating law under which all Americans must 
live. Thus, it is imperative that the Amer
ican people, through their elected Senators, 
approve or change that proposed law. 

It is not in the interest of President Carter 
to warn the Senate not to make changes. It 
ts certainly not in the interests of the Soviet 
Union to threaten the United States Senate 
with dire consequences if the treaty is either 
changed or rejected. 

President Brezhnev and Foreign Minister 
Gromyko clearly do not understand the na
ture of democracy, and the fact that our 
President shares power with a legislative and 
judicial branch. But President Carter should 
know better; rather than scold, threaten or 
warn the Senate, he should work with us. 
Perhaps he might have been better off if he 
had consulted with us before signing the 
treaty. 

I can assure you that the Senate of the 
United States wlll act responsibly and in a 
manner consistent with the best interests 
of the American people. If this involves mak
ing changes in the treaty that are not to 
the liking of Mr. Carter and Mr. Brezhnev, 
that is the price we pay for a free and open 
society. 

Before any final action is taken, however, 
there will be an extensive national debate 
on the treaty itself, as well as the broader 
questions of foreign and military policy of 
which the treaty is inevitably a part. Hope
fully, the debate will produce both a gen
eral public awareness of the issues involved 
and some national consensus on the future 
course of America in the world. 

During the last decade, American policy 
has evolved more by default than by rational 
determination. Instead of conceptualizing 
our role and objectives in the world, and 
then effectuating them through specific pol
icies, we go backwards. We start with a series 
of unrelated, highly specific proposals and 
keep adding to them to meet new contingen
cies. However, the net result of this incre
mental decision-making is the lack of a co
herent, meaningful foreign and military pol
icy. The abysmal position we presently oc
cupy in the world is ample proof that this 
approach is ineffective. 

During the 1950s, under the leadership of 
President Truman, the "containment" policy 
was developed. This was no haphazard col
leotion of disparate and contradictory ideas. 
It was a well thought out concept of the 
world, including a highly specific set of 
American goals. For at least a decade and a 
half, this policy guided American diplomatic 
and mmtary action. 

Today, by contrast, our policy is in sham
bles. We have completely lost sight of where 
we are as a Nation and in wha,t direction we 
should be moving. President Carter speaks of 
human rights, and who could disagree, but 
that is hardly more than a pious hope, not a 
pollcy to guide and protect the vital inter
ests of a great Nation. 

President Carter's predecessor's, Presidents 
Ford and Nixon, articulated the policy of "de
tente" which supposedly has supplanted 
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containment and now serves as the basis for 
Soviet-American relations. Unfortunately, de
tente is not so much a policy as it is a 
description of current international realities. 
The Nixon-Kissinger Adm.inistration con
vinced the American people that detente 
meant more than it does. In their zeal, they 
led us to romanticize and misunderstand 
detente. As a result, we have become danger
ously complacent about Soviet objectives. 

Detente struck a responsive chord after al
most a quarter of a. century of Cold War. It 
lmplled a new phase in Soviet-American 
relations which would see us burying the cold 
war hatchet and walking ann-in-arm into 
the sunset. When told of detente, we breathed 
a collectiw sigh of rellef. 

In truth, detente is nothing more than 
the simple recogni·tion that overt, head-to
head conflict between us and the Soviets 
might eventually produce a miscalculation 
that could send both nations into oblivion. 
It was, in fact, a reaction to the Cuban mis
sile crisis. It was also the outgrowth of a 
more sober Russian leooership, stlll shaken 
by the antics of Khrushchev. The new leoo
ership no longer believes, as a matter of doc
trine, that nuclear war is either inevitable 
or that Russia. wlll necessarily win. 

The danger for Americans is the failure to 
appreciate detente in the perspeotive of the 
cold war. Detente is NOT an end to the Cold 
war. 

It is an evolution of the cold war rela
tionship, an evolution that has mOdified the 
style and instruments of policy without 
affecting its substance. Detente has altered 
the manner in which the Soviet Union pur
sues its objectives in the world, but the 
objectives themselves are indistinguishable 
from those articulated by Lenin and Stalin. 

Russian officials rarely use the word 
"detente." They prefer "peaceful coexist
ence" because it more accurately describes 
the re·lationship without the connotation 
c1f friendliness. When they do speak of 
detente, they make it abundantly clear that 
it is a TACTIC within the context of the 
on-going and historically necessary struggle 
between capitalism and socialism. The So
viets do NOT see detente as an acceptance 
of the status quo. They express no doubt 
that there will be an eventual Communist 
victory over the West. 

I do not criticize the Soviets for their 
view of detente. I do, however, criticize 
our own Administra.tion for indulging in· 
wishful thinking; for believing that some
how detente is an end to Soviet-American 
conflict. More importantly, I criticize the 
Administration for deluding itself into be
lieving that detente is a real policy when, 
in truth, it is little more than a romanti
cized description of what we wish the world 
were like. And I ask the Administration to 
explain .to the American people how detente 
is consistent with both the massive Soviet 
military build-up and their intense m111tary, 
diplomatic and economic activity in Africa, 
Asia and Latin America. 

Before we approve the SALT II treaty, we 
should ask ourselves what American ifor
eign policy IS with regard to the Soviet 
Union, and how the SALT treaty promotes 
the o'bjectives of that policy. The Carter Ad
ministration has ada..ma.ntly opposed linking 
the treaty to general foreign policy ques
tions for two basic reasons. First, such an 
investigation would inevitably demonstrate 
that the United States has NO policy. Thus, 
SALT II, like human rights, is free-standing 
and is not properly integrated into a cohesive 
American posture. 

Second, a discussion of recent Soviet mili
tary and foreign policy would reveal a pat
tern of behavior inconsistent with the be
lief that competition between us has abated. 
In the world of foreign policy we can only 
deduce intentions from actions. 

The actions of the Soviets in Africa, Asia 

and Latin America suggest that their goal is 
to undermine the West in every way possible. 
Wherever we look we find the Soviets tor
menting trouble, supplying arms and money, 
and in some cases even military personnel. 
The level of their activity is greater than 
any time in recent memory. 

Linkage has two basic components. One 
involves the question of how SALT II re
lates to this new level of Soviet activism
does it promote more of the same; does it 
encourage the Soviets to moderate their pol
icy; or is it essentially unrelated at the op
erational level. 

The other component of linkage questions 
whether or not the United States should-or, 
more accurately at this point-should have 
demanded certain foreign policy concessions 
from the Soviets. Should the Administration 
have insisted on a commitment by the Rus
sians that they would withdraw troops from 
Africa, and that they would discourage their 
Cuban allies from further incursions? Per
haps, the Carter Administration should have 
negotiated for some concessions in the Mid
dle East or along the European border. Or, 
should the Administration have insisted that 
the Soviets do more in the area of human 
rights? 

Regardless of what the Administration 
might prefer, I find it impossible to contem
plate the SALT treaty without linking it 
to Soviet behavior. It is impossible to ig
nore, as President Carter would like us to, 
the fact that recent estimates place almost 
30,000 Soviet and Cuban m111tary "oovisors" 
in Africa. I find it impossible to ignore that 
these troops were scattered among at least 
seventeen African nations, including Algeria, 
Angola, Coi•.go, Equatorial Guinea, Ethiopia, 
Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Libya, Mall, Mozam
bique, Nigeria, Sierra Leone, Somalia, Sudan, 
Tanzania, Uganda, and Zambia. I find it 
equally impossible to ignore the blllions of 
dollars worth of arins that Russia has given 
to Afghanistan, Bangladesh, India, Pakistan, 
and Rhodesia.. 

At present, I have no firm position on the 
SALT II treaty. I must say this: I am ex
tremely disappointed in the Carter Admin
istration for not at least working to extract 
foreign policy concessions from the Soviet 
Union. 

I am told that no attempt was mooe. 
Throughout, the Administration has held 
that foreign policy issues and SALT II should 
be kept completely separate. 

Besides the relationship between SALT and 
American-Soviet relations, there are two 
other brooo areas that will undoubtedly be 
covered by the Senate debate. 

Inasmuch as SALT is designed to limit 
strategic weapons, any discussion must focus 
on strategic-military doctrines. Here, too, the 
United States has made policy in a relative 
vacuum. For example, the dominant strwte
gic theory is "mutual assured destruction"
or, MAD, for short. I doubt if even a small 
percentage of America,ns-including, I dare 
say, most public officials--have any idea what 
this mea,ns. Yet, we hinge our future as a 
Nation on this doctrine. 

lit wlll be extremely beneficial if the SALT 
debate serves to inform us about MAD, and 
allows us the opportunity to determine 
whether this is the correct, or most reason
able, approach to nuclear deterrence. At the 
very least, I believe that we must draw atten
tion to the following questions: What types 
of contingencies are likely; how are our weap
ons systems designed to deal with such con
tingencies; what types of weapons are the 
Soviets building; what can be inferred about 
their intentions from the nature of their 
weapons; and, ultimately, is the present mix 
of weapons ideally suited to meet the chal
lenge of the future. 

The final phase of the SALT debate wlll 
focus on the treaty itself. Alreooy, verifica
tion has become one of the major unanswered 
questions, dividing both the milltary and 
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intelligence establishments. Although much 
of the argument is technical and arcane, it 
reduces itself to how much verification is 
necessary to insure that the Russians do not 
cheat. No one is willing to argue that every 
provision of the treaty is verifiable. But how 
much is verifiable? And, would Soviet cheat
ing of a sort that provided them with astra
tegic advantage be possible? Certainly, I 
would have to be unreservedly swtisfied on 
this point. 

There is the issue of the Protocol to the 
treaty which limits both the range and de
ployment of certain types of cruise missiles, 
and pushes back the date when a mobile 
ICBM can be deployed. These provisions ap
pear to benefit the Soviet Union with no re
ciprocal benefit to the United States. The 
reasons for the Protocol must be thoroughly 
and adequately discussed. 

Regardless of how I ultimately vote on 
the treaty, I intend to insure that nothing 
in the treaty can be construed to forbid the 
United States from deploying the M-X mis
sile in a multiple silo mode. In fact, I have 
already drafted a reservation to the treaty 
stating that the American interpretation in 
no way precludes the deployment of a limited 
number of missiles to be dispersed among a 
large number of silos. 

Let me conclude by saying that the case 
for or against the SALT II treaty is by no 
means an open and shut one. There are too 
many unanswered questions. It is, in my 
judgment, the responsiblllty of each Senator 
to keep an open mind on both the specific 
issues raised by SALT and its total impact 
on our future course in world politics. We 
should neither accept the treaty as an act of 
deference to the President, nor should we 
reject it out of partisan spite. Whether Amer
ica ratifies the SALT II treaty may well be 
the most important decision we make in our 
lifetimes.e 

U.S. RELATIONS WITH ROMANIA 
AND HUNGARY 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, pres
ently before the U.S. Congress is the ex
tension by President Carter of most-fav
ored-nation <MFN) tariff treatment for 
Romania and Hungary. I strongly favor 
extension of MFN treatment for these 
nations, with whom we have enjoyed 
steadily improving relations since MFN 
treatment was first granted-to Romania 
in 1975 and to Hungary in 1978. 

Although many political and ideologi
cal differences remain between us, I have 
always felt that it is an important in
terest of the United States to seek im
proved, mutually beneficial relations 
with individual nations of Eastern 
Europe. Over time, such improved rela
tions would contribute not only to 
greater prospects of cooperation and mu
tual understanding, but also to increased 
respect of the political and economic 
rights of our citizens-all of which are 
recognized in the Helsinki Final Act to 
which our states are parties. 

In the case of Romania, we have seen, 
we have welcomed, and we should con
tinue to strongly support its independ
ence on foreign policy matters, ranging 
from its relations with China and the 
Warsaw Pact to its support of the Israeli
Egyptian Peace Treaty. While problems 
remain in the human rights field, Ro
mania has permitted increasing numbers 
of its citizens to go to the United States, 
from 407 in 1974 to 1,706 in 1978. 

The Romanian Government has 
proved particularly responsive to family 

reunification requests, including those 
which I have personally made over the 
years. Over 80 percent of 216 divided 
families on the latest representation list 
presented by the administration to Ro
mania have been on that list for less 
than 1 year. However, Jewish emigration 
to Israel has significantly declined over 
the past 5 years, and I welcome the re
cent assurances, received by the Con
ference of Presidents of Major American 
Jewish Organizations, that are expected 
to remove remaining impediments to the 
freedom of Jews to emigrate from Ro
mania. As a result of these assurances, 
the conference has endorsed renewal of 
most-favored-nation trade status for 
Romania. 

In terms otf both our specific humani
tarian interests and our broad foreign 
policy interests, I believe we should en
courage Romanian trade with Western 
countries and with the United States in 
particular, which increased by almost 
25 percent to $664 million in 1978. In 
keeping with the 3-year renewal of the 
United States-Romanian trade agree
ment last year, we should also seriously 
consider 3-year extensions of MFN 
status, which I believe would encourage 
even greater progress in our political, 
economic, and humanitarian relations 
over time. 

In the case of Hungary, we have en
joyed steadily improving a.nd broaden
ing relations. They reflect the practical 
efforts of our two Governments to create 
ties of mutual respect and mutual bene
fit, of which the two most important re
cent examples were the return of the 
crown of Saint Stephen and the cQnclu
sion of our bilateral trade agreement in 
1978. Most visitors to Hungary have re
marked on that country's relatively high 
standards otf living and relaxed internal 
conditions, compared to the rest of East
em Europe. In addition, despite restric
tive emi-gration statutes, the Hungarian 
Government has approved over 90 per
cent of its citizens' applications to emi
grate for purposes of family reunifica
tion, and has permitted large numbers 
of its citizens to travel abroad. Here 
again, I welcome the fact that United 
States-Hungarian trade increased by 
32 percent to $166 million in 1978, and I 
believe we should continue to increase 
this trade quantitatively as we seek to 
diversify it qualitatively. 

With Hungary, as with Romania, it is 
important to expand our trade relations 
not only for their own sake, but for their 
contribution to our overall bilateral re
lationships and to East-West detente. 
The trade agreements have proved of 
major benefit to our interests-as have 
the correspondLng MFN tariff treatment, 
the ever-increasing volume of trade, and 
the important and continuing progress 
we have made in the humanitarian field. 

In conclusion, Mr. President, I strongly 
support extension of most-favored-na
tion tariff treatment for both Romania 
and Hungary. I request that the full text 
of the persuasive testimony of State De
partment Counselor Matthew Nimetz, be
fore the House Subcommittee on Trade, 
be printed in the RECORD. I also request 
that the statement of Mr. Jack Spitzer 
on behalf of the Conference of Presidents 

of Major Jewish Organizations-which 
reports on Romanian emigration assur
ances and endorses renewal of MFN stat
us for Romania-be printed following 
Mr. Nimetz' testimony. 

The material follows: 
STATEMENT OF THE HONORABLE 

MATTHEW NIMETZ 

Mr. Chairman: I am pleased to have this 
opportunity today to testify on behalf of 
further extension of the President's waiver 
authority under Section 402 of the Trade 
Act, including his authority to continue the 
waivers permitting most-favored nation 
(MFN) tariff treatment for Romania and 
and Hungary. The President's waiver au
thority has proven to be a valuable device 
for the promotion of U.S. interests, includ
ing our interest in freedom of emigration. It 
has permitted us to broaden our relations 
with Romania and Hungary. 

I am particularly gratified to have this op
portunity to appear before you since just 
last month I visited Bucharest and Buda
pest as the leader of a U.S. delegation which 
conducted extensive consultations with the 
Romanian and Hungarian Governments on 
the implementation of the Helsinki Final 
Act. These consultations covered the range 
of issues addressed by the Final Act includ
ing military security matters, trade and eco
nomic cooperation, and the reunification of 
divided famllles and other human rights 
questions. I personally regard the develop
ment of our relations with Romania and 
Hungary as very important to U.S. interests 
in Eastern Europe. 

Before addressing the two countries in 
particular, I would like to review briefly the 
general policy considerations on which our 
relations with Eastern Europe are based. 

In recent years, increasing diversity has 
come to characterize Eastern Europe. All the 
Warsaw Pact member states remain loyal to 
basic Communist ideological tenets and most 
to SOviet foreign policy positions. But they 
differ in the patterns of their cultural and 
social development, in the nuances of their 
foreign policies, in how they order their eco
nomies, and in the amount of personal, 
religious and intellectual freedom allowed to 
their citizens. In recognition of these diver
gences, our general policy is to seek improved 
relations between the United States and 
thosE> nations of Eastern Europe which recip
rocate a desire for improved relations. We 
believe that better relations based on prin
ciples of mutual advantage wlll strengthen 
beneficial ties between East and West, pro
mote the goals of the Helsinki Final Act, 
and thus contribute to greater respect for 
human rights and to better living condi
tions for persons in Eastern Europe. 

I would like to emphasize that our efforts 
to improve relations with Eastern Europe do 
not imply our approval of the Communist 
political systeins in the countries there. We 
continue to have profound disagreements 
with the governments of Eastern Europe 
over many questions of political freedom and 
basic human and social values. However, it 
is important to recognize that the expansion 
of relations permits us to discuss differences 
more cand~dly with their gQVernments. In 
recent years we have been able to conduct 
more open and productive exchanges on 
many topics, including human rights, trade, 
security and confidence building measures, 
and other issues embraced by the Helsinki 
Final Act. 

Our relations with Romania and Hungary 
have evolved significantly during this dec
ade, to the advantage of our nations and 
peoples. The two countries follow dissimilar 
domestic and foreign policies. The establish
ment of non-discriminatory trade relations 
with Romania in 1975 and with Hungary in 
1978 was a watershed in our relations with 
both countries. Continuation of l'IIFN tariff 
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treatment constitutes a sound basis for fur
ther progress. Were this basis to be removed, 
our relations with these countries would de
teriorate rapidly and significantly. 

ROMANIA 

We continue to believe that it is in our 
interest to maintain and develop further 
the good relations which we have with Ro
mania. These relations were strengthened by 
the meeting in 1978 between President Carter 
and President Ceausescu when the two 
Presidents agreed to maintain a continuing 
dialogue on a variety of bilateral and multi
lateral issues. Our paramount interest in 
keeping this close relationship is based on 
Romania's considerable independence on for
eign policy issues. Over the years, Romania. 
has not shrunk from expressing openly and 
forcefully points of view which differ from 
those of its Warsaw Pact ames. While I be
lieve Romania's posture is well known, I 
would like to point some of the more note
worthy developments which have occurred 
over the past year, specifically since last 
year's MFN hearings. 

In August 1978 Roma.nia hosted Chinese 
Party Chairman and Prime Minister Hua 
Guofeng, thus further strengthening its ties 
with China. 

In last November, at the Moscow Warsaw 
Pact Summit Meeting, Roma.nia opposed ini
tiatives which concerned increased military 
expencLitures, consolidation of the Warsa.w 
Pact oomman<;l. structure, and maintenance of 
a united front against Ohirm. 

In several speeches in Bucharest upon his 
return from the Summit Meeting, President 
Ceausescu made public Romania's stand on 
the controversial issues and indicated that 
under no circumstances would Roina.nia per
mit its m111tary to take orders from other 
countries. 

Romania strongly condemned Vietnam's 
invasion of Kampuchea, stressing that no 
country should infringe upon the territorial 
sovereignty of another. 

Alone among Warsaw Pact countries, Ro
mania supported the Israeli-Egyptian peace 
treaty and U.S. efforts in that area. 

Romania continued its efforts to play a 
constructive role in the Middle East by at
tempting to bring together countries with 
differing points of view. 

Economically, Romania continued to 
broaden its ties with the non-Communist 
world. Since 1974 more than half its trade 
has been with non-Communist par.tners 
and this proportion has continued to grow. 

Romania, as one of the most determined 
supporters of the concept of European secu
rity and cooperation, continued to play an 
important role in preparations for the Ma
drid CSCE review meeting in 1980. 

Since last year's hearings on the extension 
of MFN status to Romania, high-level con
tacts included a visit here last Fall by 
Foreign Minister Andrei and Secretary Blu
menthal's talks in Bucharest in December. 
In April 1979 Secretary Kreps led the U.S. 
delegation to a meeting of the Joint u.s.
Romanian Economic Commission which re
viewed bilateral economic and trade rela
tions. In early May, as I indicated earlier, 
we held comprehensive discussions in Bucha
rest with Romanian omcia.ls on the entire 
spectrum of issues covered by the HelSinki 
Final Act. In these discussions, which were 
candid in the best sense of the word, we were 
able to cover many humanitarian facets of 
the Final Act of concern to the American 
public. Within this framework we encour
aged, for example, furtherance of the righ'l; of 
individuals to practice their religion and 
urged that attention be paid to dimculties 
reportedly facing ·churches which suffered 
earthquake damage. 

We also stressed the rights of national 
minorities to equality before the law and 
their full opportunity for the enjoyment of 

human rights and fundamental freedoms. 
In this regard we had a. useful discussion of 
the situation of ethnic Hungarians and other 
nationalities in Romania and the importance 
of their continuing access to bilingual edu
cation and cultural expression. Of direct 
relevance to today's subject we also had ex
tensive discussions of the Basket Three pro
visions meant "to fac111tate freer movement 
and contact" and especially those sections of 
the Final Act dealing with family reunifica
tion. I will report on facts related to this 
latter area in greater detail in a few 
moments. 

Obviously the practices in Romania do not 
conform with our.s or with what we would 
consider to be full implementation of the 
Helsinki Final Act. However, I am pleased to 
report that, despite fundamental differences 
in the social, economic and political value 
systems of our two countries, all of these 
discussions were carried out in a spirit of 
cooperation and understanding, with both 
sides indicating a wUlingness to exchange 
ideas and to consider constructive criticisms 
in an attempt to find practical solutions to 
our problems and enlarge the areas of mutual 
understanding. Our dialogue on these vari
ous human rights questions will continue in 
both a_ bilateral and CSCE context. Overall, 
our experience convinces us that Romania's 
efforts in these fields are serious and that to
gether we have built a solid bilateral re
lationship in which MFN plays a very useful 
and important role. 

I would like to turn now to the specific 
question of emigration from Romania. As a 
matter of government policy, Romania does 
not encourage emigration. This is based ·both 
on national pride and on the needs of na
tional development, which require that citi
zens remain and work in Romania, thus con
tributing to the country's well-being and 
eventual prosperity. However, the Govern
ment of Romania has continued to maintain 
that, consistent with its undertakings in the 
Helsinki Final Act and with various bilateral 
commitments, it will cooperate in the settle
ment of cases involving reunification of di
vided families in a humanitarian manner. 

Mr. Chairman, we have provided statistics 
for you and your Subcommittee which en
able us to assess Romanian emigration per
formance. As reflected in those statistics, 
emigration from Romania to the United 
States has continued to increase during the 
period in which the waiver has been in effect, 
rising from 407 in 1974 to 1240 in 1977. In 
1978, a further substantial increase in over
all emigration occurred. Emigration to the 
United States rose from 1240 in 1977 to 1706 
in 19'78, an increase of nearly 38 percent. Ac
cording to the records of our Embassy in 
Bucharest, 1528 persons received visas for 
permanent departure for the United States 
during the period July 1978-May 1979. This 
figure represents an increase of 50 percent 
compared with the same previous period. 

It should be noted that a considerable 
number of those who have been allowed to 
emigrate from Romania are persons who are 
not qualified to receive immigration visas for 
direct travel to the United States because 
they do not have immediate relatives in the 
U.S. who can file petitions on their behalf. 
These people are assisted by our Embassy in 
tla.veling to a. third country from which they 
are then processed for entry into the United 
States as refugees. 

We presented our most recent divided 
families Representation List to the Roman
ian Foreign Ministry on March 30. Out of a. 
total of 216 cases, including 511 persons, less 
than 20 percent have been on the list over 
a year. Of the outstanding requests for mar
riage approvals, nine of the 57 pending cases 
have been granted since April and we trust 
that others are on the way to resolution. 
Only two cases on this list are over a year 
old. We have been less successful with re-

spect to cases involving dual nationality, 
i.e., persons who have valid claims to u.s. 
citizenship and wish to emigrate. However, 
examining all of the pending cases, our Em
bassy estimates that if the present rate of 
approval continues through the remainder of 
1979, as many as three-fifths or more of the 
cases included in our lists should be solved 
this year. 

Romania:n emigration procedures continue 
to be an issue of concern for us. Individuals 
applying for permanent departure· remain 
subject to bureaucratic delays and cumber
some requirements. We have emphasized to 
the Government of Romania the importance 
of simplifying the requirements to be met 
by prospective emigrants; the advantage of 
taking expeditious action on emigration re
quests, and our concerns about reports of 
economic retaliation and social pressures on 
those who wish to leave Romania. We are 
hopeful that our expressions of concern, as 
well as those of other governments, with re
gard to procedures will have a positive 1m
pact on future Romanian actions in this 
area. 

We continue to make clear to Romanian 
authorities that we are interested in emigra
tion from Romania to Israel. Unfortunately, 
statistics for 1978 continue to indicate a 
decline in the emigration of Romanian Jews 
to Israel, from 1330 in 1977 to 1144 in 1978. 
This trend continued over the first five 
months of 1979. In recent weeks, however, 
the Romanian Government has approved 29 
cases, including some 63 persons. These ap
provals will be reflected in the statistics for 
the coming months. The factors determin
ing trends in emigration to Israel remain 
complex. While it is generally acknowledged 
that the remaining Romanian Jewish com
munity is small and has a high proportion 
of aged persons, its exact size is not known 
with precision, atlhough we estimate it to 
be in the area of 40-50,000. Nevertheless, re
gardless of what the actual figure is, it con
tinues to be dimcult if not impossible to de
termine how many Romanians of Jewish 
origin would depart if they could. Romainian 
omcials have repeatedly told us that, except 
for a small number of exceptional cases, all 
Romanian Jews who wish to emigrate will 
be permitted to do so. We note that of the 
approximately 450,000 Romanian Jews who 
survived World War II, 400,000, or roughly 
90 percent, have already emigrated to Israel. 
Although the largest movement to Israel 
took place soon after the War, since 1971 
nearly 20,000 Romanian Jews have emigrated 
there. We are not aware of any policy to for
bid specifically the emigration of those who 
remain. On the other hand, Romania does 
not encourage emigration by any Romanian 
citizens and the application procedures are 
far from simple. In the final analysis, we be
lieve that an acceptable level of emigration 
from Romania to Isarel is principally the 
concern of the two countries involved, al
though we will continue to keep this matter 
before the Romanian Government, making 
clear the interest of this Government in im
proved performance. 

Emigration to the Federal Republic of 
Germany continues to increase. In 1978 over 
11,000 Romanians of German extraction 
emigrated to the Federal Republic. There is 
also limited but continuing emigration from 
Romania to other Western countries, includ
ing Canada, Italy and France. These num
bers are not large in comparison to those 
going to the United States, the FRG, and 
Israel, but indicate an effort on the part of 
the Romanian authorities to be forthcoming 
in the solution of what they consider to be 
humanita.riam. cases. 

U.S.-Romanian trade and economic rela
tions have continued to expand under the 
U.S.-Romanian Trade Agreement, which was 
renewed in 1978 for another three-year pe-

' 
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riod. In 1978, our total trade with Romania. 
grew by almost thirty-five percent. U.S. 
exports reached $317.4 million and were 
characterized by a. large increase in manu
factured goods exports in addition to an 
inc.rea.se in our traditionally strong agricul
tural exports. U.S. imports totaled $346.6 
m1llion with increases in a. variety of cate
gories including light manufacturers and 
oil products. Figures for the · first !our 
months of 1979 continue to show an upward 
trend in two-way trade with U.S. exports 
exceeding imports by $74 mlllion. 

HUNGARY 
Following the return of the Crown of 

Sa.in t Stephen to the Hungarian people in 
January 1978, our relations with Hungary 
have continued to improve and broaden. We 
anticipated that the Crown's return and the 
mutual extension of MFN tariff treatment 
would be the capstone of a. gradual, signif
icant improvement in relations which had 
occurred since the late 1960's. We have not 
been disappointed. Post-war relations of dis
trust and host11lty have been replaced by an 
atmosphere of mutual respect, candid and 
forthright discussions and an a.billty to deal 
with ea.oh other in a businesslike way on a. 
wide variety of issues including topical in
ternational ones. 

In the process of consolidating and build
ing upon our improving relations with Hun
gary, the emphasis now is on economic .and 
trade matters. Hungary has indicated serious 
interest in expanding its trade relations with 
the United States and in thereby broaden
ing its Western economic interests beyond 
their present concentration in Western 
Europe. We are responding to this interest. 
The 1978 Trade Agreement was, of course, a. 
major step forward. In other areas, we have 
just about reached agreement on a. compre
hensive program document to implement 
fully our 1977 Cultural and Scientific Ex
changes Agreement. As I previously noted, 
last month we conducted another in a series 
of comprehensive bilateral reviews of imple
mentation of all aspects of the Final Act of 
the Conference on Security and Cooperation 
in Europe. Speaker O'Nelll and a distin
guished group of Congressmen met with 
First Secretary Janos Kadar and other Hun
garian leaders in Budapest in April. And we 
continue to be able to discuss humanitarian 
and emigration problem cases productively 
with the Hungarian Government. 

Let me now address Hungarian emigration 
practices in some detail. It is true tha. t 
Hungary has a. labor shortage and does not 
encourage emigration. It is also true that 
Hungary's emigration law is ostensibly re
strictive. However, our experience has veri
fied that approximately 90 percent of appli
cations for emigration for purposes of 
reunification with close relatives are ap
proved without undue difficulty. 

With rea.ppllca.tlons and some persistence, 
problem cases usually are favorably re
solved, even if only after some time. We have 
no evidence of official sanctions applied 
against persons seeking to emigrate. Emi
gration and passport fees are modest, total
ing about $75 per adult applicant. There is 
no particular problem concerning Jewish 
emigration. Demand to emigrate from Hun
gary appears modest, probably attributable 
to the country's moderately high standard 
of living and relatively relaxed internal con
ditions. The Hungarian Government has in
dicated that in 1978 less than 2,000 Hungar
ians applied to emigrate, with intended des
tinations divided evenly between the East 
and West. According to Hungarian figures, 
90 percent of applications overall were ap
proved and 92 percent of those for persons 
seeking to go to the United States. (The 
U.S. Embassy in Budapest issued 125 immi
grant visas in 1978). The Hungarian Gov
ernment noted in passing that in 1979 more 
persons returned for residence from the 

U.S. to Hungary than the other way around. 
(The returnees are mostly retired persons.) 

In the last four years, we have discussed 
36 problem emigration cases with the Hun
garian Government. The great majority of 
these have been favorably resolved. When 
MFN went into effect for Hungary last July, 
seven problem cases were outstanding. Four 
have subsequently been favorably resolved. 
Of course, the number of problem cases out
standing at any one time varies since, as 
older cases are resolved, new ones come up. 
As of May 31 there were nine cases involv
ing 16 individuals under discussion between 
our two governments. Most of these cases 
date from earlier this year. We have indica
tions that three of these cases will be favor
ably resolved in the near future. 

I would also like to note Hungary's posi
tive record in the field of travel. Large num
bers of Hungarians travel abroad annually. 
Most go to other Eastern countries, but 
some 355,000 annually visit the West. The 
average Hungarian perceives that he can 
visit the West if he wishes, at least occa
sionally. This perception undoubtedly plays 
a. role in reducing overall demand to emi
grate. Hungary welcomes foreign visitors. 
Some 17,000,000 currently visit or transit the 
country annually. 

Let me turn now to U.S.-Hungaria.n eco
nomic relations. Beoa.use the Trade Agree
ment went into effect only last July, it is still 
too soon to draw long-term conclusllons 
about its effects. U.S. exports to Hungary in 
1978 totaled $98 million while Hungarian ex
ports to the U.S. were $68 mil'l'lon. Notably, 
the 1978 trade turnover of $166 million was 
up 32 percent from 1977's $126 mlllion. We 
expect that agricultural products, particu
larly corn, soybeans and cotton, will continue 
to dominate U.S. exports to Hungary. How
ever, sales of U.S. manufactured products 
such as agricultural and data. processing 
equipment are expected to continue to grow. 
Hungary's exports to the U.S. are diversified. 
They include food products, pba.rma.ceutica.ls, 
and various manufactured products and 
parts. 

There already is clear evidence that the 
Agreement is having a. favorable infiuence 
on U.S. commercial interests in Hungary. 
Since signing of the Agreement, Dow Chemi
cal has received permisSion to open the first 
U.S. business office in Budapest, and the 
Nation'a.l City Bank of Minneapolis has in
formed us it will open an office in Budapest 
this summer. Our Embassy in Budapest has 
observed a. substantial increase in Hungarian 
busJmess inquiries and in issuance of visas 
to Hungarian businessmen. Both U.S. and 
Hunga.rtan business sources have reported 
to the Embassy that the surge in interest on 
both sides is in large measure due to the 
Trade Agreement. Late last year, within the 
framework of the Trade Agreement, the Hun
garta.ns received permission to open a. govern
ment commercial office in Chicago. The office 
'is expected to open this summer. In February 
1979 the U.S. and Hungary signed an agree
ment to avoid double taxation which, when 
ratified, will further !acmta.te arrangements 
!or firms doing business in each other's 
countries. 

Hungary ran a large hard currency deficit 
in 1978 and is trying to correct that situation 
this year by imposing economic constra.lnts 
designed to reduce imports. Nevertheless, 
during the first !our months of 1979, U.S. 
exports to Hungary were somewhat above 
U.S. exports for the same period of 1978. 
Hungarian exports to the U.S. were $7 million 
higher in the first four months of 1979 than 
in the same period of 1978. 

The Trade Agreement constitutes a. new 
chapter in U.S.-Hungaria.n business rela
tions. Considerable learning by both sides is 
still occurring as to each other's trading 
practices, possibilities, and styles. One im
portant dispute did arise in the field of 
chemical patents. A number of U.S. chemi
cal firms have raised serious complaints 

concerning the business practices of Hun
garian chemical enterprises involving cer
tain products manufactured by the U.S. com
panies. We have stressed to the Hungarian 
Government the importance of resolving 
these problems in a timely and mutually 
satisfactory manner. Earlier this month, 
within the framework of our new Joint 
Economic and Trade Committee, we held 
government-to-government talks in Buda
pest on this problem, which also served 
as a means for the U.S. companies and 
Hunga.rta.n enterprises to resume their di
rect discussions. We believe that these talks, 
which produced an Agreed Minute between 
the two governments reaffirming earlier 
commitments for the protection of indus
trial property rights, have led to substantial 
progress toward resolution of this issue. In 
the final analysis, settlement of these prob
lems will depend upon the success of the 
negotiations between the U.S. and Hun
garian firms. We are pleased that these di
rect negotiations are continuing. 

In conclusion, Mr. Chairman, we believe 
that both the Romanian and Hungarian per
formance, overall, justify an extension of 
the President's authority to waive Section 
402 of the Trade Act and to continue in ef
fect the waivers for Romania and Hungary. 
Our a.b111ty to continue to develop broad 
and meaningful contacts with these coun
tries depends to a. significant extent on the 
continuation of MFN. We believe that we 
can best serve the interests cxf those who 
wish to emigrate by maintaining an open 
and constructive dialog with the leaders 
of these two countries. We also serve our own 
interests by virtue of the expanded trade 
and economic relations made possible by 
the continuation of the provisions of our 
bilateral trade agreements with Romania. 
and Hungary. 

In view of these !actors, Mr. Chairman, 
the Administration strongly recommends 
the extension of the President's authority 
to waive Section 402 of the Trade Act to 
continue in effect the waivers for Romania 
and Hungary, and to permit the extension 
of future waivers to other countries as cir
cumstances permit. 
Romanian immigration to the United States 

(Monthly totals) 
Immigrant 

Visas 
Issued* by 
Embassy 

1977 Bucharest 

January ---------------------------- 69 
February --------------------------- 59 March______________________________ 138 
April------------------------------- 101 
May -------------------------------- 129 
June ------------------------------- 106 
July ------------------------------- 111 
August ----------------------------- 151 
September ------------------------- 106 
October ---------------------------- 101 
November -------------------------- 94 
December -------------------------- 75 

Total ------------------------ 1,240 

1976 

January ---------------------------- 78 
February --------------------------- 100 
~arch------------------------------ 67 
April ------------------------------- 99 
~a.y ------------------------------- 124 
June ------------------------------- 122 
July ------------------------------- 145 
August----------------------------- 118 
September-------------------------- 170 
October ---------------------------- 246 
November -------------------------- 191 
December -------------------------- 206 

Total (1,706 including dual na
tionals) -------------------- 1, 666 

Footnote at end of table. 
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Romanian immigration to the United 

States--continued 
(Monthly totals} 

197,9 
Immigrant 

Visas 
Issued• by 
Embassy 
Bucharest 

January ---------------------------- 77 
February --------------------------- 106 
March ------------------------------ 99 
April ------------------------------- 67 
May ------------------------------- 103 

Total ------------------------ 452 
*Includes third country processing, but ex

cludes dual nationals. 

Romanian emigration to the United States 
(Annual totals) 

Calendar year: 
1968 -------------------------------
1969 -------------------------------
1970 -------------------------------
1971 -------------------------------
1972 -------------------------------
1973 -------------------------------
1974 -------------------------------
1975 -------------------------------
1976 -------------------------------
1977 -------------------------------

68 
142 
373 
362 
348 
469 
407 
890 

1,021 
1,240 

1978 (1,706 including dual nationals)_ 1, 666 
1979 (January-May) ---------------- 448 

Romanian Jewish immigration to Israel 
(Monthly totals) 

1977 
Number of 
immigrants 

January ---------------------------- 46 
February -------------------------- 62 
~rch ----------------------------- 113 
April ------------------------------ 132 
May ----------------------- ----- ---- 105 
June ---------------------------·--- 109 
July ------------------------------- 70 
August --------------------- ·------- 113 
Septennber -------------------------- 181 
October ---------------------------- 197 
Novennber -------------------------- 118 
~cennber --~---------·------------- 88 

Total ------------------------ 1,334 

1978 

January ---------------------------- 63 
February --------------------------- 73 
March ------------------------------ 96 
April------------------------------- 77 
May -------------------------------- 148 
June ------------------------------ 111 
July ------------------------------- 90 
August ----------------------------- 90 
Septennber -------------------------- 99 
October --------------------------- 100 
Novennber -------------------------- 98 
~cennber -------------------------- 98 

Total ---------------------~ -- 1,143 

1979 

January ---------------------------- 31 
February --------------------------- 47 
March ------------------------------ 55 
AprU ------------------------------ 60 
MaY-------------------------------- 61 

Total--------------------,---- 254 
Romanian Jewish emigration to Israel 

(Approxinnate annual totals) 
1971 
1972 
1973 
1974 
1975 
1976 
1977 
1978 
1979 (Jan-May)---------------------

1,900 
3,000 
4,000 
3,700 
2,000 
2,000 
1,330 
1,143 

254 

Hungarian immigration to the United States• 

( Calend·ar year totals) 

1974---------------------------------- 146 
1975 ---------------------------------- 126 
1976 --------------------------------- 127 
1977 ---------------------------------- 98 
1978 --------------------------------- 125 
1979 .(Jan-May)---------------------- 27 

*Innnnigrant visas issued by U.S. Ennbassy, 
Budapest. 

STATEMENT OF MR. JACK SPITZER 

Mr. Chairnnan: I ann President of B'nai 
B'rith International, an organization of a 
half nnillion Annerican nnen and wonnen, in 
addition to our nnennbers in 41 other coun
tries. I appreciate this opportunity to pre
sent .the views of the Conference of Presi
dents of Major Annerican Jewish Organiza
tions, an unnbrella organization nnade up of 
33 constituent bodies. 

Ronnania has enjoyed nnost-favored-nation 
trade status with the United States for the 
past four years, a status granted in expecta
tion that ennigration fronn Ronnania would 
beconne freer. Yet we have been confronted 
by the fact that though the volunne of u.s.
Ronnanian trade has increased handsonnely 
during this period, the level of Jewish enni
gration has fallen. 

When Congress originally gave its consent 
to nnost-favored-nation status for Ronnania 
in nnid-1975, it was with the advice of the 
State ~partnnent to let Ronnania's actual 
perfornnance on ennigration substitute for the 
formal assurances called for in Section 402 
of the Trade Refornn Act. Regrettably, Jew
ish ennigration to Israel ha8 gone fronn 3, 700 
in 1974--the last full year before MFN-to 
2,400 in 1975, 2,200 in 1976, 1,500 in 1977, to 
1,200 in 1978. Ennigra.tion thus far this year 
is running at approxinnately half of last year's 
rate. In the first five nnonths of 1978, 459 
Jews were permitted to leave; the sanne pe
riod this year shows only 251 leaving. 

The Ronnanian governnnent has offered sev
eral explanations for this decrease, but they 
have not fully resolved our questions. 

This record of Ronnanian Jewish ennigra
tion has been the single exception to an 
otherwise positive picture of Ronnanian pol
icy toward both Jews and the State of Israel. 
The Ronnanian Jewish connnnunity enjoys 
considerable religious, cultural, and conn
nnunal freedonns, and Ronnanian foreign pol
icy, particularly with respect to the Middle 
East, has been a courageously independent 
one. Ronnania alone annong the Eastern bloc 
countries nnaintains fr.tendly and productive 
relations with Israel. Indeed, President 
Ceaucescu was a nnajor catalyst behind the 
Israeli-Egy·ptian peace process that culnni
nated in the signing this past March. 

But in light of our experience with Ro
nnanian ennigration policy these past four 
years, we have been reluctant to reconnnnend 
another extension of nnost-favored-nation 
status. Happily, however, recent develop
nnents have given us substantial reason to 
nnake a positive reconnnnendation. We have 
received concrete assurances fronn the Ro
nnanian governnnent-assurances which have 
been shared with, and endorsed by, the De
partnnent of State-that, in the spirit of the 
Jackson-Vanik annendnnent, wm hopefully 
rennove rennaining innpedinnents to the free
donn of Jews to ennigrate. 

It is our belief that these assurances were 
nnade in good faith and that they will be 
honored by the Ronnanian governnnent. It is 
on this basis that we believe we can now give 
our endorsennent to renewal for the forth
conning year of nnost-favored-n.a.tion status 
for Ronnania. 

We hope that our close observance of Ro
nnania's ennigration perfornnance will enable 
us to continue to endorse nnost-favored-na
tion status in the future. Indeed, we would 
like to believe that on the basis of recent 

understandings reached between the Con
ference of Presidents and the Ronnanian gov
emnnent, the problenn of Jewish ennlgration 
fronn Ronnania nnay be resolved once and for 
all. 

The Ronnanian governnnent has shown a 
spirit of cooperation and fiexib111ty in help
ing to resolve the issues which will ihopefully 
serve as a nnodel for resolving other hunnan 
rights issues which the U.S. governnnent, the 
Congress, or private organizations :ma.y want 
to bring to the attention of the Ronnanian 
governnnent in the future. 

We wish to express our gratitude to the 
Ohairnnan of this Subconnnnittee for his good 
offices and to his staff for their personal in
volvennent in the conversations which took 
place. The Departnnent of State was also ex
trennely helpful in the cle.rifica.tion and res
olution of this innportant nnatter. 

We appreciate your pernnitting us to state 
our position.e 

LOtJELLA DIRKSEN 

• Mr. DOLE. Mr. President, I would like 
to express my sorrow at the passing of a 
good and noble lady, Mrs. Louella Dirk
sen. For many years, she was a familiar 
and welcomed sight in Washington, at 
the side of her distinguished husband, 
the late Senator Everett Dirksen. She 
contributed her warmth, her wit, and her 
boundless patriotism to a greateful Re
publican Party, and gave credence to her 
advice to live creatively on the edge of 
tomorrow. 

Louella Dirksen was an inspiring 
speaker, and perhaps the best tribute we 
might pay to her oratory is that she al
ways lived up to her words. As a tireless 
contributor to the civic life of her be
loved lllinois, and as a mainstay of my 
party, she echoed the devotion that char
acterized her life as a wife and mother. 

She will be missed by all who knew her, 
and by many more who admired her 
from a distance. But we have her exam
ple to inspire us, and her words to en
courage us. When she goes home to Pekin, 
to lie beside the man she once called 
"Mr. Marigold," there are a great many 
of us who will keep a place in our hearts 
for her memory. 

I extend my personal sympathy to her 
daughter, Joy, and her husband, our dis
tinguished minority leader, and their two 
children. I know that the years ahead, 
for them even more than for the rest of 
us, will be warmed by joyous memories 
of this vital and loving woman.• 

RESIGNATION OF PRESIDENT 
SOMOZA OF NICARAGUA 

• Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, the 
resignation of Anastasio Somoza from 
his office as President of Nicaragua opens 
the door at long last to a political solu
tion of the tragic civil war in Nicaragua. 
I join with the administration in calling 
upon the interim president, Francisco 
Urcuyo Malianos, to assure a rapid and 
peaceful transition to the new Govern
ment of National Reconstruction, as 
previously agreed by all parties. The 
United States should promptly recognize 
this new government which is supported 
by all of the democratic political forces 
in Nicaragua. We should work closely 
with it and other Latin American gov
ernments to help the unfortunate people 
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of Nicaragua recover from their many 
months of bloodshed and civil war. 

I welcome and support the continuing 
and important efforts of both the admin
istration and the Government of Nation
al Reconstruction toward an early cease
fire and toward the creation of a new 
leadership committed to peace, unity, 
democracy, and justice in Nicaragua. In 
very important part, this progress has 
depended and will continue to depend 
on the strong support of the Nicaraguan 
people and the active cooperation of the 
democratic governments of Latin Amer
ica. 

On June 29, Acting Secretary of State 
Warren Christopher communicated to 
me the administration's active commit
ment to "an end to the bloodshed in 
that beleaguered country and an endur
ing and peaceful solution of the political 
crisis there." Mr. Christopher stated 
that: 

The conduct of the Somoza Government 
is the fundamental cause of the mounting 
tragedy in Nicaragua., and that it must be 
promptly replaced by a broadly-based, demo
cratic alternative, which would be a clear 
break with the past. 

On July 8, the leaders of the Govern
ment of National Reconstruction com
municated to me that: 

We are motivated above all by a. desire 
to shorten the suffering in our embattled 
Nicaragua. Peace will not be attained with
out justice and democracy, two things 
which we have not had in Nicaragua for 
the last half century and the attainment 
of which is the reason for the patriotic and 
heroic struggle of our people. 

I hope that both the administration 
and the new leaders of Nicaragua will 
now work, in a concerted way, with our 
friends in Latin America and elsewhere 
to mount the major relief and recon
struction and effort needed to alleviate 
the extensive human suffering in the 
cities and the countryside. At the same 
time, we must spare no effort to encour
age a peaceful transition both to an en
during system of democracy and justice 
in Nicaragua and to close and friendly 
relations among Nicaragua, the United 
States, and the other nations of the hem
isphere. 

Mr. President, I request that the full 
text of the June 29, 1979, letter to me 
from Acting Secretary of State Christo
pher be printed in the RECORD along with 
Mr. Chritsopher's important June 23 
statement to the Organization of Ameri
can States. I also request that the text 
of the State Department's June 17 state
ment on Nicaragua be printed in the 
RECORD. 

The material follows: 
STATEMENT IN THE MEETING OF FOREIGN MIN

ISTERS OF THE OAS BY WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
U.S. DEPUTY SECRETARY OF STATE 
The resolution adopted represents an 

extraordinary effort by the nations of the 
Western Hemisphere to deal with the unique 
and tragic problem of Nicaragua. 

As far as I know, there is no precedent 
for the broadly-based and far reaching reso
lution adopted today. 

By this resolution, an overwhelming con
sensus of the nations of the Hemisphere have 
reached agreement on several important 
propositions: 

(1) The conduct of the Somoza govern
ment is the fundamental cause of the tragic 

situation faced by the Nicaraguan people, 
and it should be replaced without delay. 

(2) A broadly-based democratic alterna
tive should be promptly i:nstaJ.led, and free 
elections should follow as soon as possible. 

(3) The human rights of the Nicaraguan 
people, so long abused, shall be guaranteed. 

(4) The member states are urged to take 
whatever steps may be feasible to facilitate 
an enduring and peaceful solution to the 
Nicaraguan problem. 

( 5) The member states are called upon to 
scrupulously respect the principle of non
intervention and to abstain from taking any 
action incompatible with an e·nduring and 
peaceful solution. 

(6) Finally, the member nations commit 
their efforts to promote humanitarian as
sistance to the people of Nicaragua and to 
contribute to .the recovery of the country. 

The United States is pleased to join this 
resolution in the interest of hemispheric 
solidarity. While the resolution does not have 
the specificity we had originally desired, it 
does permit constructive actions by the mem
ber countries. 

Our support for the resolution is a reflec
tion of the policy of the United States to 
give full respect and dignity to the views of 
the other member nations, and to find ac
commodations which enable us, avoiding 
unilateral actions, to act in unison. 

STATEMENT ON NICARAGUA BY THE DEPARTMENT 
OF STATE 

We hope the resignation this mo1"ning of 
Anastasio Somoza Debayle as President of 
Nicaragua will end that country's tragic civil 
war and will enable Nicaraguans to begin the 
process of reconstructing their country in 
peace and freedom. 

From the beginning of the violence tha.t 
set Nicaraguans against each other, the Or
ganization of American States and its mem
ber nations, including the United States, 
have worked to facilitate a peaceful and 
democratic solution to .the civil strife in 
Nicaragua. 

After the bloody outbreak of violence and 
insurrection last September, we joined with 
other friendly governments to encourage a 
negotiated solution. The suffering and abuses 
documented by the Inter-American Human 
Rights Commission, had already then mnde 
clear that the alternative to a negotiated 
peaceful settlement would be even worse 
violence. 

A three-nation mediating group, in which 
the U.S. joined with the Dominican Repub
lic and Guatemala, worked with both Presi
dent Somoza and his growing opposition. 
The mediators succeeded in obtaining the 
agreement of major opposition forces to an 
internationally supervised plebiscite that 
would have permitted Nicaraguans to deter
mine their future by secret ballot. President 
Somoza rejected the mediators' proposed 
formula for plebiscite, despite warnings that 
rejection would likely lead to renewed vio
lence. 

Over the past several months, President 
Somoza became increasingly isolated. Nic
araguans of many persuasions cast their lot 
with the armed insurrection against him, 
and against his family's domination of Nic
araguan life. In June, the nations of the 
Americas, asembled in the OAS, overwhelm
ingly called for the "immediate and defin
itive replacement of the Somoza regime 
(with) a democratic government." 

The result this morning is the end of the 
most prolonged remaining system of per
sonal rule in the modern world. To facili
tate the transition, we will receive Mr. 
Somoza in this country where he will join 
his wife, who is an American citizen. While 
in the United States, Mr. Somoza will have 
the protection of U.S. law; he will also be 
subject to its obligations. 

Today's events will not end the suffering 

in Nicaragua. The war has created hundreds 
of thousands of refugees, both within Nic
aragua and in neighboring countries. There 
is a great need for food, medicine, and 
emergency shelter. In the last few weeks, 
we have made nearly 1000 tons of food and 
a large supply of medicine available to the 
Nicaraguan Red Cross. Now more can be 
done. 

With the prospect that the hostilities that 
hindered the administration of humanitar
ian assistance will be ending, we can expand 
the emergency airlift to feed the hungry. 
This effort will be coordinated with the 
efforts of international agencies and with 
other nations throughout the hemisphere 
and the world. 

A caretaker regime is in place to begin the 
process of national reconc111ation. A Gov
ernment of National Reconstruction, formed 
initially in exile, will assume power from the 
caretaker regime. It has pledged to avoid 
reprisals, to provide sanctuary to those in 
fear, to begin immediately the immense 
tasks of national reconstruction, and to 
respect human rights and hold free elec
tions. The Inter-American Human Rights 
Commission and leaders from throughout 
the hemisphere, many of whom, like the 
members of the Andean Group, took the 
lead in assisting the resolution of the con
filet, will be present to offer their support. 

Throughout this long and difficult period, 
we have repeatedly consulted wtih countries 
in the region. These countries have played an 
active and important role in fac111tattng the 
transition in Nicaragua. We will continue to 
seek their counsel ·in the days ahead, as we 
prepare to work with the new government. 

We wish to look to the future and to build 
a new relationship of mutual respect with the 
people and government of Nicaragua. 

DEPARTMENT OF STATE, 
Washington, D .C., June 29, 1979. 

Han. EDWARD M. KENNEDY, 
United States Senate 

DEAR TED: Thank you for your letter of 
June 25 and for your forceful and thoughtful 
statement on the tragic events in Nicaragua. 
I can assure you that the President, Cy and I 
fully share your deep concern, and that, in 
conjunction with our OAS allies, we are ac
tively seeking an end to the bloodshed in that 
beleaguered country and an enduring and 
peaceful solution of the political crisis there. 

I am enclosing a copy of my statement in 
the OAS last Saturday, in which I explained 
our vote in favor of the unprecedented reso
lution adopted to deal with the Nicaraguan 
crisis. As I stated, we believe that the con
duct of the Somoza Government is the fun
damental cause of the mounting tragedy in 
Nicaragua, and that it must be promptly re
placed by a broadly-based, democratic alter
native, which would 'be a clear break with the 
past. 

In seeking to achieve these ends, we are en
gaged in •a wide-ranging diplomatic effort in 
Washington, in ,Managua, and throughout 
the hemisphere. Our goal is a process which 
would remove Somoza peacefully and would 
lead to negotiations among a wide spectrum 
of Nicaraguan society, a cease:flre, and the 
establishment of a new representative gov
ernment. 

We have no desire to create competing 
forces witl\in Nicaragua. At the same time, 
however, wte 8ll'e concerned that Somoza.'s de
parture not create a vacuum. We are, there
fore, urging the formation of a government of 
national reconciliation, to include the pro
visional junta, looking toward the establish
ment of the new democratic system essen
tial to the restoration of peace in Nicaragua. 

I hope that we can count on your support 
for our efforts. 

With regards. 
Sincerely, 

WARREN CHRISTOPHER, 
Acting Secretary.e 
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A REFUGEE JOURNEY TO BOSTON 
e Mr. KENNEDY. Mr. President, there 
has rightly been much written in recent 
days about the refugees from Indochina, 
and the desperate plight of the boat peo
ple. Against great odds, these refugees 
seek safe haven and a hope for a new 
life in a new land. 

Amidst the daily reports of the trage
dies that all too often overtake the boat 
people, it is heartening to find a boat 
story with a happy ending-such as that 
of Nguyen Van Tich, whose journey as 
a refugee finally took him to Boston this 
past weekend, where he had a joyful re
union with his family at Logan Airport. 

For Nguyen the road to Boston was a 
long and dangerous one. Over 4 months 
ago, he and 200 other Vietnamese ref
ugees left on the high seas in a small 
56-foot craft. The third day out, the 
vessel was attacked by Thai pirates who 
robbed all on board and attempted to 
sabotage the boat. In the process, 
Nguyen, who was a former naval officer, 
was beaten and tortured. 

Finally, they made it to the shore of 
Malaysia, only to be turned out to sea 
again. Some days later they landed on a 
small island in Indonesia, where they 
were granted safe haven and the pro
tection of the U.N. High Commissioner 
for Refugees. 

But this sutiering seemed far away as 
Nguyen joined his family in Boston, and 
told his story to the Boston Globe. He 
repeatedly said: 

I am very happy to be here. I want the kids 
to go to school. And, me, I am ready to go to 
work. 

Nguyen's story is only a graphic re
minder of the great risks and desperate 
needs of all refugees, and their strong 
claim upon the attention and concern of 
the American people. We must, and we 
can, Mr. President, be generous in our 
response. 

I ask that the story of Nguyen's jour
ney to Boston be printed in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
[From the Boston Globe, July 15, 1979] 

SAIGON TO MASSACHUSETTS-DANGER RODE 
WITH BOAT PEOPLE 

(By Gary Langer) 
It has been a long road for Nguyen Tich 

Van and his family. 
It's a road that has led them from a hide

out in their native Saigon to a squalid Indo
nesia.n refugee camp, by wa.y of a leaky boat 
on the South China Sea. It has been a road 
fraught with the constant dangers of Com
munist reprisals and pirate attacks. 

Nguyen (pronounced 'new-ee-en') and his 
family reached the end of that road to free
dom yesterday-when they arrived to a tear
ful, joyous welcome at Boston's Logan Air
port. 

The new life Nguyen has found is one that 
is being sought by an estimated 350,000 "boat 
people," the Vietnamese, Laotian and Cam
bodian refugees who have fled their coun
tries packed in derelict ships, headed toward 
an uncertain future. The US is allowing 14,-
000 refugees a month to join the 205,000 
who have reached America since 1975. About 
5000 Indochinese have settled in New Eng
land so far. 

"I a.m very, very happy," said a beaming 
Nguyen, two of his three young children at 
his knee, after departing TWA Flight 16 from 
Los Angeles. "Very happy," he repeated. 

Sharing in Nguyen's joy was Cuong Tong, 
his brother-in-law, who has lived in Chelms-

ford since 1975. It was through the efforts of 
both CUong and John and Elizabeth Minott 
of Chelmsford that ·the family was able to 
come to America.. 

"Cuong asked us to sponsor his people to 
come," said Mrs. Minott, the chairwoman of 
a.n outreach group at the Central Baptist 
Church in Chelmsford, where her husband 
is minister. "We sponsored four other people 
four years ago, and with the help of the 
American Baptist Churches Assn., we were 
able to do it again." 

Also helping in the effort was the Catholic 
Charitable Bureau, which loaned Nguyen the 
$1600 airfare his family needed to leave Indo
nesia. 

Yesterday, Minott was more than repaid 
for her months of work arranging the Nguy
ens' · arrival. She quietly wiped. the tears of 
joy from her eyes as Nguyen, speaking 
through his brother-in-law, described the 
suffering and uncertainty he and his family 
had endured. 

Nguyen, 39, had served in the South Viet
namese Navy for 14 years as a radar special
ist, he said. His 36-yea.r-old wife, Tong Dung 
Thi Kim, h8id worked as an executive secre
tary for the South Vietnamese government. 

"After the Communist came, people who 
worked for the government or in the service 
had to hide," he said. "We left our house and 
stayed in town, a.t the markets where there 
a.re many people. If the government found 
us, we wouldn't be here right now.'' 

An amnesty was declared after several 
months, Nguyen said, and he came out of 
hiding. The Communists put him to work 
on radar systems. "There were many US 
Navy boats left behind," he said. "They kept 
me to teach the Communist Navy." 

Nguyen continued to seek a. wa.y of es
caping the Communists, he said, until just 
over four moths ago--when he, with his 
family and 200 othef refugees, slipped away 
on a 56-foot boat. Nguyen, with his navy 
experience, served as captain. 

"The boat was in good condition when we 
left," he said. "But three days out the Thai 
pirates came. They took all our supplies and 
looked for gold. There wa.s no gold and they 
put a hole in the boat. Then they hung me 
by the neck." 

The pirates-who Nguyen said were 
equipped with radar-returned 14 hours later 
to harass the ves_sel again. Again he was tor
tured-until, finally, the pirates left. 

The boat, jammed to the gunnels with 
refugees, limped along with the help of sails 
a.nd a two-cylinder engine, Nguyen said. He 
said supplies were limited to a few cans of 
food. E81Ch refugee got only one glass of 
water each day, he said. 

After seven days a.t sea., with Nguyen 
navigating, the boat reached Malaysia.. But, 
said Nguyen "conditions were very bad 
there, and they kicked us out after only two 
days." The refugees returned to the sea. in 
their crippled boat, arriving at Tang Jung, 
Pinang, Indonesia, three days later. 

"In the refugee camp there I was very 
nervous," he said. "I didn't know if the 
US would pick us up.'' 

Gathering around Nguyen were his wife, 
his daughter Nguyen Nuoc Thi Kim, 12; his 
sons Nguyen An Huy, 10 a.nd Nguyen Bao 
Huy, 8; and his nephew Tong Due Phouc, 14. 
All wore bro8id smiles. 

They were fortunate to .be together, Nguyen 
said. His nephew was only able to join their 
escape when Nguyen paid a ransom of eight 
ounces of gold to have him released from 
the Vietnamese army. 

One of the widest grins wa.s worn by 
Cuong Tong, the Chelmsford resident who 
had not seen his sister and brother (Nguyen's 
wife and nephew) for five years. 

"I have written to them once a year," Tong 
said. "I had to sign different names and use 
symbolic language so they knew it was from 
me!' 

The reaSIOn for the secrecy, said Tong, who 
works as a mechanics consultant in Welles-

ley, is because "1! the Communists knew I 
was alive, they could make trouble for my 
family in Vietnam." 

Tong's fear for his family and a.ll the un
certainties the refugees have had to live 
with are over now. They will stay with the 
Minotts until a.n apartment is found for 
them. "And if they work half as hard as 
Cuong," Mrs. Minott said, "they'll have no 
problem adjusting. These are the most in
dustrious, gentle people you'll meet." 

The still-smi11ng Nguyen seemed eager to 
bear out Minott's prediction. His plans for 
the future, he said, are simple: "I want the 
kids to go to school. And me, I am ready to 
go to work." 

Arsked. whia.t he and his family would have 
done if they were not able to come to Ameri
ca, Uguyen just slowly shook his head. "I 
am very happy to be here," he said again.e 

SALT II AND THE FEDERAL 
REPUBLIC OF GERMANY 

• Mr. GARN. Mr. President, a great 
deal has been said and written about the 
attitude of our Western European allies 
concerning the proposed SALT II Treaty. 
I would, therefore, like to draw the at
tention of my colleagues to a recent 
statement by the Chairman of the 
Christian Democratic Union of Ger
many, Dr. Helmut Kohl, regarding SALT 
II. Dr. Kohl's statement is an articulate 
exposition of his partly's approach to 
the SALT negotiating process and its 
concerns with the SALT II Treaty pres
ently under consideration by the U.S. 
Senate. 

The most fundamental concern of the 
Western Europeans is that the United 
States maintain a credible nuclear de
terrent vis-a-vis the Soviet Union and 
that the cohesion of the Western 
Alliance be preserved. Dr. Kohl correctly 
points out that the SALT process, that 
is the e:ffort to negotiate meaningful re
ductions in the nuclear arsenals of the 
United States, is not incompatible with 
the goal of a credible deterrent and 
allied cohesion. 

Arms control alone, however, is not 
the answer. It must be pursued in con
junction with a sound and vigorous de
fense posture. As Dr. Kohl notes: Arms 
control initiatives must be accompanied 
with "a modernization and calculated 
strengthening of the nuclear medium
range potential in Europe"; it must be 
accompanied, on the part of the United 
States, by "further rearmament meas
ures which serve to strengthen European 
confidence in the real basis of her nu
clear guarantee." 

Since the signing of SALT I, the na
tional defense e:fforts of this country 
have not been vigorous. We have not 
taken cognizance of the growing Soviet 
threat. And now we are being asked to 
put our seal of approval on a SALT II 
Treaty that legitimizes a massive in
crease in the Soviet's nuclear arsenal, 
and legitimizes Soviet nuclear superior
ity in a number of critical areas. We will 
reap the fruits of this ill-advised policy 
in greater Soviet adventurism and in
creased accommodation by the West to 
Soviet demands. Dr. Kohl is well aware 
of the consequences should the credibil-
ity of our nuclear deterrent be under
mined. He writes: 

If the impression were to arise among the 
public opinion of Western Europe and the 
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Federal Republi~ of Germany that the global 
strategic and the continental strategic bal
ance of forces in Europe were to shift against 
the USA and the Atlantic Alliance, that 
might encourage trends towards a political 
adjustment with the Soviet world power ... 

With regard to the specifics of SALT 
II, Dr. Kohl focuses his attention on 
the problems raised by the protocol. 
First the United States must insure that 
the t~rms of the protocol will terminate 
after 3 years, and will not be unilaterally 
extended by the President. In clarifying 
this issue, the Senate has a particularly 
useful role to play. Second, the range 
limitation on ground- and sea-launched 
cruise missiles is of very serious con
cern to our allies. This is especially so 
given the growing threat posed by the 
Soviet buildup in intermediate and 
theater nuclear weapons. 

And finally, there must be no question 
that the "non-circumvention" clause of 
the SALT II treaty does not restrict tech
nological exchanges between the United 
States and its allies in Europe. Dr. Kohl 
emphasizes that "the CDU believes in 
the absolute need for watertight safe
guards in respect of all the options un
derlying cooperation within the Alli
ance." 

Mr. President, we will have ample op
portunity to hear the views of our allies 
concerning SALT II in the process of 
our deliberations, and I believe that Dr. 
Kohl's remarks warrant our attention 
in this aU-important debate. I ask now 
that Dr. Kohl's statement be printed in 
the RECORD. 

The statement follows: 
STATEMENT BY DR. HELMUT KOHL 

1. As the CDU has already declared. on a 
number of occasions in the past, it welcomes 
the American-Soviet negotiations on. the 
limitation of nuclear strategic weapons. The 
SALT negotiating process of which SALT 
II only constitutes one stage and one seg
ment can in fact stabilize the nuclear stra
tegic balance and thus help to preserve peace 
inasmuch as the Western deterrent remains 
credible. At the same time, steps must also 
be taken to ensure under the cover of in
tercontinental strategic parity that the con
tinental strategic disequilibrium in Europe 
is not aggravated in such a manner as to 
impair the credibility of the deterrent and 
the realization of the strategy of a flexible 
response. On these assumptions, SALT 
agreements could exercise a positive influ
ence on the general development of East
West relations-a development in which we 
have a particular interest. 

2. There can be no isolated assessment of 
SALT II. It must be V'iewed in the context 
of American IlJUclerur policy as a whole as 
well as against the background of the given 
balance of forces and the world-wide rela
tions between East and West. For this rea
son, crucial importance also attaches to 
the forthcoming fundamental and in
dividual decisions to be taken in the USA 
and in the Alliance on modernizing thp 
global strategic and the oontlnen1:1al strategic 
theater nucleall' systems. From our stand
point, the SALT Treaty only ,repa.-esents one 
element, though admittedly a weighty ele
ment, in the whole system of Alner:ican 
nuclear policy. 

With this in mdnd, we also welcome the 
f:aot that the occasiOIIl of the rat.ifi.ca.tion 
procedure in respect of the SALT II Treaty 
has revived a fundamental debate in the 
United Sta.tes not only on the experience 
gained to date on American-Soviet arms COIIl
trol policy and its future prospects, but 

also on the USA's overall nuclerur policy and 
its implications for the securi,ty of her allies. 

As a number of statements made by the 
Ame:rdoa.n Administr.a.tion and the Congress 
go to show, there is olear recogn,lton ,in the 
United States of the fact that American
Soviet a.rms control policy affects n.ot only 
the security of the Undted States he'l'Self, but 
also that of .the NATO states as a whole. 

A geographically and politically expose" 
ally like the Federal Republic of Gennany
a. state whose confidence in the American 
guM'antee of nucle&' protection led it upon 
its accession to NATO to renounce in prin
ciple v.ts-a-vis its sLUes any self protection 
through a nuclea.r deterrent of its own and 
moreover a. state whioh assumed a. oorre
spondilng obligation towaT'ds the Sov1et op
ponent of the Alliance in the Non-Prolifera
tion Treaty pUl'Sua.nt to Amencan wishes
cannot fail to appreciate just how much is 
at stake roc vitaJ West European secu.rlty 
interests in American nuclerur strrutegy. These 
interests are only safeguarded in a credible 
manner if the USA a.t all times explicitly 
manifests ·her acceptance of them as her 
very own. 

After all, psychological and political sta
bl11ty in Western Europe and thus also in 
the Federal Republic of Germany depends 
to a substantial degree on the general .pub
lic's continuing belief in the credibl11ty of 
the USA's nuclear shield. 

Hence, the shaping of public opinion in 
western Europe will not depend primarily on 
the issue of whether American-Soviet arms 
control negotiations and agreements are still 
possible and desirable. On the contrary, par
ticular significance will attach to the con
sideration as to whether such negotiations 
and agreements are linked to an American 
nuclear strategy which is guided by the prin
ciples underlying the credibillty of the deter
rent, the essential equivalence of the nuclear 
forces and the axiom of the indivisibillty of 
the risks faced by the Alliance. 

Hitherto, the view prevailed in Western 
Europe that the European NATO partners 
were allied with a world power who could 
rightly regard itself as "second to none". Yet 
the accelerated Soviet nuclear build-up gives 
rise to misgivings in this context. I! the im
pression were to arise among the public 
opinion of Western Europe and the Federal 
Republic of Germany that the global strate
gic and the continental strategic balance of 
forces in Europe were to shift against the 
USA and the Atlantic Alliance, that might 
encourage trends towards a political adjust
ment with the Soviet world power-a move 
which the CDU has unequivocally opposed 
tor decades and which she will continue to 
oppose. 

Thus, the future basic line on foreign 
policy in Western Europe and Germany will 
largely depend upon the conclusions drawn 
by the peoples of the Alliance from the basic 
discussion on the whole make-up of Amer
ican nuclear policy. 

That explains why clearness on the con
tinuing credibllity of all components of the 
Alliance strategy is just as important as the 
argument about the more technical aspects 
of SALT II such as the question of verifica
tion, an issue which must be primarily re
solved by the USA herself. 

The aim of the SALT Treaty is to establish 
approximate strategic parity between the two 
world powers. However, the payload advan
tage of Soviet intercontinental missiles and 
their improved accuracy may already lead in 
the early 1980s to a certain superiority on the 
part of the Soviet Union in the global strate
gic sector. According to the testimony fur
nished by the current American Administra
tion, there is a risk that the Soviets will ob
tain the capacity for a first strike against 
land-based American intercontinetn.tial mis
siles during the life of the Treaty. 

Since these shortcomings cannot be rec-

titled during the life of SALT II due to the 
long preparatory period prior to introduc
ing new strategic systems, the a.ctual nu
clear strategic balance of forces after 1985-
lrrespective of the ratification of the SALT 
II Treaty-will hinge upon a timely making 
and implementing of the requisite decisions 
about modernizing and strengthening this 
potential needed to maintain the American 
deterrent. 

Hence, the CDU explicitly welcomes Pres
ident Carter's recent fundamental decision 
to produce a.n MX system. 

We expect that the USA will also carry out 
further rearmament measures which serve 
to strengthen European confidence in the 
real basis of her nuclear guarantee. 

The USA may well be able to live for a 
fairly long period of time in , a position of 
significant inferiority vis-a-vis the Soviet 
Union in the nuclear strategic sector. But in 
the case of Western Europe, whose military 
strength comprured with the Soviet Union 
is marked by inferiority in both the nuclear 
and the conventional sector, the situation 
would become intolerable in such a. develop
ment and the political outcome incalcula
ble. 

3. However, any attempt to stipulate the 
approximate intercontinental strategic nu
clear parity of the world powers inva.riably 
produces a situation whereby regional dis
equilibria become more and more danger
ous-militarily, politically and psychological
ly. A world power may in the future be sensi
tive or even vulnerable to blackmail in those 
areas where it cannot demonstra,te its global 
interests to its international adversary with 
equal firmness by virtue of regional systems. 
But in such an event, the -allies of a world 
power which fails to make intensive efforts 
to diminish regional disequilibria are less 
secure and even more susceptible to pres
sure. They are bound to entertain !ears in 
these· circumstances that the other side 
will attempt to use its capacity !or applying 
pressure in order to obtain political influ
ence. 

The Soviet Union has clearly discerned the 
regional consequences of agreements to es
tablish global nuclear strategic parity. Paral
lel with the negotiations on SALT II, she 
has been accelerating her build-up of nuclear 
weapons targeted on Europe during a period 
of "detente" and this process is in fact con
tinuing. In consequence, the Soviet Union 
has attained a position of continental stra
tegic superiority in Europe and this is still 
growing at an alarming rate. 

The Federal Republic of Germany is thus 
faced by the imperative question as to what 
concrete measures the Alliance in general 
and the USA in particular should take to 
counteract the emergence of an escalation 
gap in medium-range nuclear weapons. In 
the opinion of the CDU, steps must be taken 
parallel with the ratification procedure to en
sure that the Alliance counters the ques
tioning of the concept of a fi.exible deterrent 
and to ascertain how to do this. 

As things stand, this cannot be achieved 
solely by arms control: it calls for a modern
ization and calculated strengthening of the 
nuclear medium-range potential in Europe. 

Past experience has taught us that East
West negotiations-such as the CDU also 
deems essential--<>n continental strategic 
theater nuclear weapons require a lot of 
time. On this account, the urgently necessary 
modernization and strengthening of NATO's 
theater nuclear potential cannot become de
pendent upon arms control negotiations be
tween the USA and the Soviet Union. 

Furthermore, there are many signs that 
such arms control negotiations, carefully 
coordinated within the Alliance, only enjoy 
any real chance of success if the East is 
convinced of the seriousness of :the Western 
intention to provide an appropriate reply to 
the Eastern challenge. 
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In this context, we would also emphasize 

the expectation and indeed confidence of the 
CDU that the USA will pay as much atten
tion to the security interests of Western 
Europe as to her own in any possible in
corporation of the nuclear weapon systems 
targeted on Europe within a. continuation of 
the SALT negotiating process. 

4. It is a. matter of great moment in this 
regard that the SALT II Protocol closes the 
options on weapons for three years--a. pe·riod 
of time which possesses decisive importance 
for re-establishing an appropriate capability 
of escalation. 

In particular, it prohibits the stationing 
of land and sea.-based cruise missiles with a 
range over 600 kilometres, a. factor whose 
significance for Western security needs no 
further explanation. 

Since a. re-establishment of the impaired 
balance of forces in Europe hardly see·ms 
feasible in the long run without this weap
ons system, steps must be taken to ensure 
that this Protocol does in fact expire with
out any sequel after the agreed term of 
validity so that the options are legally and 
politically kept open for all those systems 
which the West's deterrent potential cannot 
renounce if Lt is to retain credLbllity. 

As previous Soviet pronouncements on 
this subject have intimated, the USSR wm 
probably undertake the attempt after rati
fication of the Treaty to make any advance 
in future SALT negotiations dependent upon 
the actual continued validity of the SALT II 
Protocol. 

There is likely to be considerable Soviet 
pressure upon the USA to achieve this. In
deed, there is every likelihood that the 
Federal Republic of Ge·rmany would also be 
subjected to massive efforts designed to in
fiuence her towards inducing the USA to 
take a more pro-Soviet line "for reasons of 
detente" and in the interest of continuing 
the a.rms control dialogue. 

The CDU proceeds on the assumption that 
the USA assigns the highest priority to the 
interests of the Alliance in this matter and 
that she will make it unequivocally clear 
during the ratification procedure that 
neither the threat of a change in the atmos
phere surrounding arms control talks nor a 
marginal concession on strategic inter
continental weapons can prevent the expiry 
of the Protocol after three years. 

5. The SALT II Treaty contains an am
biguous non-escape clause designed from the 
Soviet point of view to restrict the requisite 
military and technological cooperation be
tween the USA and her European allies in 
sectors which are important for security 
reasons. Admittedly, the USA has explained 
her own interpretation of tihe non-escape 
clause during internal consultations with her 
European allies and she has given them ap
propriate concrete assurances. 

Yet in view of the growing Soviet potential 
to menace Europe--a potential capable of 
producing an arsenal of options for political 
intimidation, pressure, threats and black
mail-the SALT Treaty (if Tatified) must 
not burden Western Europe with the political 
moTtgage of American-Soviet differences over 
correct interpretation and application. As a 
world power, the USA might be able to in
dulge in a future dispute with the Soviet 
Union about interpreting SALT II. On the 
other hand, the impact of this on an exposed 
non-nuclear state like the Federal Republic 
of Germany wooed as she is by Moscow 
would be incalculable. 

On this point, the suggestion has also been 
put forward that the American interpretation 
should already be made public during the 
ratification stage so as to remove any doubts 
and misunderstandings on either side. At all 
events, the CDU believes in the absolute need 
for watertight safeguards in respect of all the 
options underlying cooperation within the 
Allia.nce.e 

A SALUTE TO RICHMOND, MICH. 

• Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. President, recently 
the Michigan State Senate passed a res
olution commemorating the lOOth an
niversary of Richmond, Mich. I wanted 
to add my vote in calling the attention 
of the U.S. Senate to this resolution hon
oring the city of Richmond. 

The resolution puts forth several of 
the contributions which the citizens of 
this community have made over the past 
100 years. Among the most notable is 
its organization of the community's first 
school in April 1838. Education has re
mained an important element in the 
lives of the citizens of this community. 

To the citizens, I commend you on 
your laudable contributions of the past 
and express my sincere hope that Rich
mond will continue to prosper in the 
future. 

I request that the resolution be printed 
in the RECORD. 

The resolution follows: 
A RESOLUTION COMMEMORATING THE 100TH 

ANNIVERSARY OF THE CITY OF RICHMOND 
Whereas, Upon the occasion of its One 

Hundredth Anniversary, we offer this reso
lution of tribute to the City of Richmond, to 
hail the centennial heritage of one of the 
State's more prominent communities; and 

Whereas, In 1879, three nascent communi
ties, Beebe's Corners, Coopertown, and 
Lenox, embarked upon a merger that en
gendered the Village of Richmond, with a 
population of 750 residents by the year 1880, 
and that budgeoned into a. populated city 
of 3,600 today; and 

Whereas, This community's high interest 
in the education of the child was established 
in 1838, when, in April of that year, the first 
school was organized. From 1874, when the 
first school district was formed and the first 
brick building was built, until the present, 
Richmond schools have been extremely suc
cessful in building character and leadership 
in its youth; and 

Whereas, The prosperous future of the 
City of Richmond is assured by its strong 
roots in the past, the descendants of its orig
inal founders and above all, the long lasting 
community pride in its heritage, hope for 
the future and spirit of growth. Because of 
this, successive generations, and especially 
the youth of the community, have a great 
responsibility to the many courageous peo
ple that forged the development of this vital 
community; now, therefore, be it 

Resolved by the Senate, That the Michi
gan Senate hereby commemorates the One 
Hundredth Anniversary of the City of Rich
mond, an event which will be an inspira
tion to its coming generations as they con
tribute to the largest city in the northern 
part of Macomb County; and be it further 

Resolved, That a copy of this commemora
tive tribute be transmitted to the City of 
Richmond in testimony to the esteem held 
for it by the Michigan Senate. 

Adopted by the Senate, June 7, 1979. 
BILLIES. FARNUM, 

Secretary of the Senate.e 

OIL FROM PORK 
e Mr. ARMSTRONG. Mr. President, 
how much oil can we get from a barrel 
of pork? 

I am afraid we're going to find out. 
The centerpiece of President Carter's 

recent address to the Nation is his pro
posed Energy Security Corporation, 
which has been assigned the goal of 

producing 2% million barrels of syn
thetic fuel a day by 1990. 

The Energy Security Corporation is 
not to be just another Government 
agency, like the Department of Energy. 
Instead, it is to be an independent Gov
ernment corporation-like the Postal 
Service. 

The President said the Enengy Secu
rity Corporation, coupled with the ex
panded mass transit programs and the 
additional aid to the poor he proposed 
Sunday night, will cost about $142 bil
lion over the next 10 years. 

That is a big hunk of change. But 
taxpayers are not to worry. All but $5 
billion of the $142 billion, the President 
said, will come from the "windfall prof
its" tax on the oil companies that he 
has proposed. 

The President must be expecting some 
stupendous windfall profits. The $14 
billion a year that he says his program 
will cost is more than the combined prof
its of the 10 largest American oil com
panies, and is about as much as we paid 
for Middle Eastern oil last year. 

Of course, $142 billion would not be 
too high a price to pay for energy inde
pendence-especially if just about all of 
it can be taken out of the hides of the o.il 
companies. 

But the President's goal of 2% million 
barrels per day of synthetic oil produc
tion-which experts say is unrealistically 
optimistic-falls rather short of energy 
independence. We imported an average 
of just under 8 million barrels of oil per 
day last year. In fact, 2% million bar
rels per day is just a trickle more than 
the loss in world oil production which 
occurred last year as a result of the 
turmoil in Iran and the cutback in 
production in Saudi Arabia. 

So the long-term prospects for the 
President's "crash" program of Govern
ment-sponsored synthetic fuel develop
ment are not quite so rosy as he made 
out in Sunday night's speech. 

And there are no short-term prospects. 
The 2% million barrels per day of Gov
ernment-sponsored synthetic fuel pro
duction will not come on line for at 
least 10 years. Before then, there will be 
precious little synthetic fuel production 
from the Energy Security Corporation, 
and in the next several years, none at all. 

Meanwhile, what do you suppose will 
happen to domestic production of exist
ing sources of energy, if we levy on the 
energy producers an additional $14 bil
lion a year in taxes? And people wonder 
why Mobil is getting out of the oil busi
ness and into the department store busi
ness. 

Despite the rather bleak cost-benefit 
ratios-the first few million barrels of 
synthetic fuel production will cost UP· 
ward of $60 a barrel, even assuming 
there will be no inflation-legislation to 
create the Energy Securilty Corporation 
mainly will sail through Congress. 

Congressmen and Senators have been 
sensitive, with good reason, about their 
inaction on the energy issue. Throwing 
gobs of other people's money at prob
lems always has been their favorite form 
of action-especially if much of that 



19268 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-SENATE July 18, 1979 
money can be expected to trickle down 
into their congressional districts. 

So, do not be surprised to see lawmak
ers who a few short months ago cheer
fully blocked huge hydroelectric projects 
for the sake of an obscure perch and an 
even more obscure fungus, vote with 
equal cheer to create a huge new Gov
ernment agency, empowered to run 
roughshod over the environmental laws 
of the land in order to create a diblet of 
synthetic fuel at three time the OPEC 
price. 

Perhaps, instead of creating this gi
gantic boondoggle, Congress will over
rule the President and restore needed 
incentives for energy production and 
conservation through free-market pric
ing; eliminate red tape retarding explo
ration, production, development, and 
marketing of fuel, and provide tax in
centives for production of oil from oil 
shale and coal. Such measures would cost 
consumers and taxpayers far less than 
the President's proposals, and would 
produce much more fuel, more quickly. 

Such an approach makes sense and 
sense has been sorely lacking in Federal 
energy policy .e 

INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 

• Mr. PACKWOOD. Mr. President, few 
Americans in recent times have been the 
victims of political violence; few have 
firsthand experience with acts of terror
ism. This thankful state of afflairs is not, 
however, the case everywhere. The indis
criminate bomb, the blast of sniper fire, 
or the taking of political hostages are 
becoming more common than rare in 
many parts of the world. Political ten
sions, especially in the Middle East, are 
heightened by the growing role that ter
rorists are playing. 

Terrorism, no maJtter its purpose or 
spurious political justific:ation, is con
demnable. It is nothing less than the 
utter disregard for all human life. It 
places political ends above human values. 
Every decent human being and every 
civilized government on Earth must com
bat and condemn terrorism wherever or 
however it appears. 

Two weeks ago, the Jonathan Insti
tute in Jerusalem opened the first Con
ference on Internation'al Terrorism. The 
purpose of this unprecedented meeting 
was to bring together the leaders, educa
tors, and writers from Western nations 
to address the grave problems the terror
ists present, the tac·tics for combating 
terrorism, and the need for a unified 
stand. The United States was proudly 
and ably represented by two outstanding 
Members of Congress, Senator JAcK 
DANFORTH of Missouri and Congressman 
JACK KEMP of New York. 

On July 3, JACK DANFORTH spoke to the 
conference with a special message on the 
role of democratic governments. He de
scribed the vulnerability of all democrat
ic societies to acts of terrorism. An open 
society is often the ready victim to at
tacks that totalitarian regimes effectively 
squash. Yet this weakness, Senator DAN
FORTH states, is also our strength. The 
openness of a democratic society is the 

primary way to earn the support and 
participation by its members. 

JACK KEMP addressed the conference 
on July 4 with a different message. He 
offered a careful and accurate review of 
the U.S. resJ:;onse to and policies regard
ing terrorism in the past. He also ex
plained the obvious, but largely over
looked role taken by the Soviet Union in 
training and encouraging transnational 
terrorist organizations. Most impor
tantly, he concluded with his own recom:.. 
mendations for policies to combat ter
rorist activities. 

Both of these addresses are challeng
ing, articulate, and insightful. I recom
mend them as important reading to every 
Member of Congress. 

At this time, I ask to have these 
speeches printed in the RECORD. 

The speeches follow: 
ADDRESS BY SENATOR JOHN C. DANFORTH 

My specific role today is to discuss the ef-
fects of terrorism on the democratic societies 
in which we live. In order to perform this 
role, I want first to say a few words about 
the common characteristics of democratic 
societies. Then, it is my .intention to discuss 
the effects terrorism and the methods used 
to combat it have on democratic values. Fi
nally, I wm make some comments which I 
hope will ·be helpful in thinking about the 
future. 

Democratic societies, of course, differ wide
ly in the precise structures of their govern
ments. Some are parliamentary in their or
ganization, others rely on separately chosen 
executives. Some build upon written consti
tutions, others point to long traditions 
which provide the framework for ongoing 
governmental action. Yet, with all the varia
tions in form, democratic societies share 
fundamental assumptions about the nature 
of mJ~.n and the purpose of government. 

Democratic societies share a common re
spect and concern for the individual person. 
An individual, no matter who he is, has a 
special value just because he· is an individ
ual. He has his own worth-his own dignity. 
And that worth and dignity shape our way 
of thinking about the purpose of govern
ment. A population consists of individuals, 
each with his own distinct worth. Therefore, 
it is foreign to the nature of a democratic 
society to think of persons as "the masses" 
or "the proletariat." They are not masses, 
and they are not proletariat. They are per
sons, each of whom is unique and each of 
whom possesses his own set of hopes and 
dreams. 

Government in a democratic society, by 
its nature, respects the dignity of its citizens. 
The state exists to serve and protect the 
individual, which is the precise opposite of 
the relationship that exists in a totalitarian 
regime. Totalitarianism, the total claim of 
the state on the lives and loyalties of its 
subjects, is in fiat contradiction to the values 
of democratic society. The purpose of demo
cratic government is not to bully people
to push them around for its own ends-but 
to provide individuals with the necessary 
structure so that their opportunities for 
personal fulfillment are enhanced. In the 
words of the United States Constitution, a 
function of government is to "insure do
mestic tranquility." Thus, the democratic 
state restrains antisocial behavior and pre
vents those outbreaks of destructiveness 
which would make a decent life impossible 
for the individual citizen. 

While democratic governments must pre
serve order within their countries, they do 
not possess unlimited power to do so. They 
themselves are restrained, and this sets 
them apart from totalitarian regimes. 

A totalitarian state can maintain order 
quite efficiently by the exercise of unre
strained power. By contrast, a democratic 
society must preserve order without abridg
ing the individual rights of its citizens. 

This tension between insuring domestic 
tranquility and avoiding excessive govern
mental power is heightened by the growing 
frequency of terrorism. On the one hand, 
violent extremists so disrupt the orderly 
workings of society that effective govern
mental action is a necessity if we are to 
enjoy the fruits of civilization. On the other 
hand, we must be watchful lest, in dealing 
with the actions of terrorists, the values of 
a democratic society are weakened by gov
ernmental excess. 

Clearly, terrorism cannot be ignored on 
the theory that to deal with it effectively 
threatens the civil liberties of our citizens. 
A well-advanced sensitivity to civil liberties 
is an essential ingredient in a democratic 
society. Yet, unchecked terrorism is, by it
self, a threat to the values of a democratic 
society. Therefore, not to check it, and to 
check it effectively, is to invite the destruc
tion of a set of values which were centuries 
in the making. 

Terrorism is the antithesis of democratic 
values. As democratic societies hold a com
mon respect for the unique worth of each 
individual, terrorism rejects that concept of 
personal worth. Terrorism is inherently in
discriminate and arbitrary in its actions. Any 
innocent civilian killed will serve its pur
pose. It does not matter who the next vic
tim is. All lives, combatant and, preferably, 
noncombatant are equally expendable. No 
matter whether violence produces dismem
berment, maiming or death; no matter 
Wlhether the victims are young or old, male 
or female; all serve the purpose of the 
terrorist. 

When a locker in a busy airport explOdes, 
it does not matter to the terrorist who may 
happen to ·be walking by. When an airplane 
is hijacked, it does not matter ·to the terrorist 
who is in that airplane. 

Persons are, to the terrorists, not persons 
at all. They are not separate and distinct 
human beings, each possessing his own 
special value. They are only things--objects
numbers to be counted in some body count 
when the anonymous phone call is made 
claiming credit for the most recent outrage. 

As terrorism is the antithesis of a demo
cratic society's concept of man, it is obvious
ly the antithesis of a democratic society's 
concept of the social order. 

Unlike a democratic government, which de
pends for its authority on the consent of the 
governed, terrorists depend on no consent at 
all. They exist by stealth in tiny bands, 
sneaking from one secret hiding place to an
other to scheme about their next maneuver. 
With tiny followings, they reject the demo
cratic process. They cannot operate openly. 
They do not appeal to the public. They hide 
from it. They are accountable to no one ex
cept themselves. 

As terrorists destroy lives, their aim is to 
destroy democratic institutions as well. Their 
goal is to shake the faith of citizens in their 
government, or to trigger a. repressive mili
tary or police response which, in itself, de
stroys democratic institutions. 

Public cooperation with democratic insti
tutions can be seriously weakened by ter
rorist activity. In Northern Ireland, citizens 
who under normal circumstances would be 
willing to cooperate with police and prose
cuting officials have refused to do so. The 
effectiveness of the jury system in criminal 
prosecutions has been seriously compromised 
by jurors who fear reprisals at the hands of 
the terrorists. 

Terrorism, then, is far more serious than 
the ordinary variety of criminal activity. It 
is destructive of democratic institutions 
which have taken centuries of persistent 
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effort to develop. For this reason, effective 
measures to combat terrorism are imperative. 

Combating terrorism has not been und.er
taken without cost to democratic values. 
Most of us flew to Israel to get to this confer
ence. In order to board our planes, we passed 
through metal detectors, or were subjected 
to body searches. Our luggage was X-rayed 
or searched by hand. These were minor in
conveniences, but they were invasions of the 
personal privacy free people have grown to 
expect in our normal lives. They were neces
sary procedures to combat what had become 
an epidemic of aircraft hijackings. 

In the United States, thousands of citi
zens visit the Capitol each day. As a precau
tion against terrorists, they must have their 
briefcases and handbags inspected by police 
officers. 

Of necessity, the government of Italy has 
responded to terrorism with emergency 
measures. Police have been given the power 
to wiretap without written authority, to in
terrogate suspects without a lawyer present, 
and to hold them for investigation for ex
tended periods of time. 

In Northern Ireland, traditional police 
and court procedures have been altered to 
meet emergency conditions. Suspected ter
rorists have been locked up for indefinite 
periods of time. In some cases Jury trials 
have been dispensed with, and presumptions 
normally existing in criminal cases have been 
modified. 

The extent to which democratic govern
ments have gone beyond modification of 
criminal Justice procedures, and have altered 
governmental policies to placate terrorists is 
speculative. It is understandable, of course, 
for political leaders to want to avoid conflict 
and attain peace by making alterations in 
public policy. There is always the possibility 
that such changes in public policy may be 
Justified on their own merits-that a change 
in political direction has been long overdue. 
Yet to change policy in order to placate ter
rorists and buy civil peace is a dangerous 
process which leads in the end to the en
couragement of more disruptive activity and 
to the further disintegration of democratic 
values. 

We in the United States are not beyond 
criticism in this regard. Some time ago, I 
was puzzled by the policy of our Administra
tion with respect to Rhodesia, and especially 
with respect to what I saw as a bias to guer
rilla forces operating from bases in neighbor
ing countries. My inquiry to a very high 
Administration official was greeted by a re
sponse which was disarmingly frank. "That," 
said the official, referring to the guerrilla 
forces, "is where the guns are." 

I also think it is possible to argue that 
there have been instances within the United 
States where our government has overreacted 
to incidents of violence in the name of a 
political or economic caus~. 

One recent situation which exhibits some 
of these characteristics is the strike by inde
pendent truckers. I do not mean to charac
terize as terrorism the relatively few random 
acts of violence that accompanied this strike. 
Nonetheless, there was some violence and the 
government did respond to the entire situa
tion by modifying its diesel allocation system 
to improve the situation for these truckers. 
The Administration also urged states to mod
ify their rules on the size of trucks they per
mit to use their highways. 

The Washington Post described the strike 
and the AdminiSitration's response as fol
lows: 

"The oa.rter AdministTation moved yes
terday on several fronts to try to end the 
increasingly violent nationwide strike by 
independent trucke~. 

"In separa;te actions, the Department of 
Energy suspended a federal regul:a.rtion giv
ing farmers priority staltus in the purchase 
of diesel fuel, and the Federal H!lghway Ad-

ministr:ation urged governors in a numlber of 
states to COIIlSider lifting temporartly weight 
and ~ength limits on trucks using their 
highways." 

When a government tailO'l"S irts foreign 
poUcy according to "where the guns are," 
when violen;ce in a truck strike a-ppeal's to 
yield a change in governmental. policy, then 
the values of a democrat>Lc society have been 
compromised, and the strategies of those 
who use force to accomplish their purposes 
have been V'alidated. 

This brings us to the basic question I 
want to raise today. How oa.n we combat 
terrorism effectively wi·thout either adopting 
undemocratic, police state methods our
selves, or meekly accommodating ourselves 
to extremist demands znacle upon us? To an
&wer this question, I offer the following sug
gestions. 

First, it has been said that deill.OCll"a.Cies 
are eStpecJ.1'W.ly vulnera.ble to terrorist a.ots. 
Tot:alitart'I;W. regimes, it is said, are better 
equi!pped to monitor the a.c:t.ivUies of dis
stdent gToups ·and to suppress them before 
they become a serious threat. The openness 
of a democracy is. it is said, its weakness. 

Let me suggest thait the openness of a 
democracy may in fact turn out to be its 
strength. So long as a vast majority of a 
populart;ion believes rtlhart oft hlas a. stake in 
1Jts system of government, so long as nor
mal channels of political p&rticipation are 
open to all, those who ll'esort to violent 
measures wd.ll not ga.in widesprea.d support. 
A terrorist cell will not develop into a revolu
tionary movement if citizens have freedom 
to express .their V·iews and a.dvoca.te change 
within eXlisting political and social institu
tions. Therefore, it is both consistent with 
our traditions ·and essential to our future 
that OU!l' legislatures ·and our courts be 
readily accessible to all our citizens. 

Second, the first duty of any government 
is to preserve order and defend its own exist
ence. Chaos and constant terror cannot be 
permitted in a civilized world. Therefore, it 
is the duty of any government to use such 
measures as are necessary to maintain order. 
In appropriate circumstances, searches, sei
zures, electronic surveillance and detention 
may have to be used to protect society 
from destruction. 

The challenge is to make sure that such 
use of the state's police power is not exces
sive and does not degenerate into the abuse 
of power. If this challenge is to be met, 
anticipation and careful planning should 
supplant sudden reaction to unforeseen 
emergencies. To the greatest extent possible, 
governments should consider how to deal 
with terrorist activities before a crisis is 
at hand. An appropriate number of police 
and military officials should be carefully 
selected professionals who are specially 
trained in emergency procedures. Above all, 
a society itself should be given ample op
portunity to forsee the problem of ter
rorism and to discuss in dispassionate terms 
the options for dealing with it. Such an 
opportunity for rational planning can be a 
major contribution of this conference. 

Finally, in an era when terrorism is on 
the increase, a democratic so:::iety must re
solve that it will continue to stand firmly 
for its own set of values. To abandon those 
values in the face of a threat, or to accom
modate ourselves to the strident demands 
of those who resort to violence is to give 
the terrorists the victory they seek, and to 
encourage similar outbreaks in the future. 

The traditions of democracy have deep 
roots in the history of western civilization. 
Over the centuries, men and women have 
struggled to develop and nurture those 
traditions. In them are our concepts of the 
nature of man and his relation to the state. 
No terrorist effort, however well pla.nned and 
executed, is sufficient to destroy a democrat
ic society. 

Our challenge is to maintain those tradi
tions ourselves, to resist the temptation 
of responding to terror with naked and un
checked power, to rej•eet the suggestion 
that our decisions be made to appease the 
enemies of democracy, and to preserve the 
values of a democratic society for genera
tions to come. 

THE UNITED STATES RESPONSE TO 
INTERNATIONAL TERRORISM 

(By JACK KEMP) 

I am doubly honored and challenged to 
address the Jonathan Institute's Conference 
on International Terrorism on the Fourth of 
July. 

Yesterday and today mark the third anni
versary of the raid on Entebbe and the 
rescue of innocent civilians from the hands 
of terrorists. At the same time we inwardly 
and quietly remember the heroism of "Yoni" 
Netanyahu, who commanded the rescue 
and lost his life in doing so. For every lover 
of freedom in the world, Yoni and Entebbe 
symbolize the will to resist terrorist compul
sion. 

The symbol is so exceedingly precious, I 
think, because it is so exceedingly rare. It 
may be th~ last time any of us can remem
ber that showed us, in a world crying for 
such signs, that somewhere someone has fed 
and protected the flame of the spirit we 
know flickers somewhere inside each of us. 

This occasion is doubly significant for me, 
because today also marks the 203rd anni
ver·sary of my country's independence. There 
will be a great show of outward celebration 
at home today. But in quieter moments, 
Americans will observe the day with the 
same sober reflection which we give to Yoni 
and Entebbe. 

No American today will grab his U'zi when 
the firecrackers explode, nor will the rockets 
bursting overhead be aimed by terrorists. We 
Americans enjoy a safety secured by the 
sacrifices of our ancestors. Like Yoni, they 
often paid for freedom with a price as high 
as life itself. Why did they do it? Why do 
the sons and daughters of Israel risk the 
same sacrifice today? Because a few knew 
then, and a few still know today-that free
dom is never so costly as losing it. 

The state of Israel is to the world today 
what the United States may have seemed 
170 or 180 years ago: a city on the hill, a 
place where it was important to protect and 
display the light Of freedom, even if you 
never made it personally to the citadel. OUr 
anniversary at home will flicker and die un
less we who enjoy the rewards of independ
ence can also help our friends in Israel pay its 
price. 

This year marks the thirty-first year of the 
rebirth of Israel. The rallying cry of that 
state was "never again." Never again would 
the Jewish people be left without a home
land. There is, however, another anniversary. 
This year marks the 41st anniversary of 
Munich, when Hitler cried to the Western 
World, "All I want is the Sudetenland, and 
the Western World said, "Yes." 

This year, the cry is, "Just give us the West 
Bank." But last year, this year, next year, ter
rorists say, "Just give us Israel." Our rallying 
cry must also be: "Never again." 

I am encouraged to participate in a confer
ence not only with figures directly involved 
in the eradication of terrorism from the in
ternational community, but also with my 
colleagues in Congress who have been in· the 
forefront of formulating American policy 
initiatives that contribute to the fight 
against international terrorism. 

I hope this conference can stimulate our 
best efforts to take concrete steps to stop in
ternational terrorism before it consumes the 
democratic societies that are its natural 
enemies. 

Terrorism is not new. It has been used for 
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centuries by the disaffected to impress not 
only the victims of terrorist acts, but those 
who witness them. Modern communication 
merely makes it possible for mllllons to wit
ness these assaults, instead of only a few less 
than a generation ago. What is new about 
terrorism is its transnational character-the 
internationalizing of what Brian Crozier has 
called, "motivated violence for political 
ends." 

The internationalization of terrorism has 
many immediate causes. Vast improvements 
in transportation allow terrorists to move 
swiftly and anonymously from nation to na
tion without fear of detection. The diffusion 
of modern military. technology has simplified 
the process of infiicting destruction of an un
precedented scale and modern communica
tion eases the international coordination of 
terrorist activities and the dissemination of 
its "message." Other matters are also impor
tant to the growth of transnational terror
ism, but are incidental to explaining why ter
rorism has become a major threat to the se
curity of every non-Communist nation of the 
world. 

Many views in the Western world o! in
ternational terrorism have tended to be my
opic, identifying only the most immediate 
motives for a local terrorist incident, and 
overlooking deeper causes which usually 
originate outside the national jurisdiction in 
which the incident occurs. A more thorough 
examination of international terrorism can 
help us identify the common elements which 
have made it the menace it has become. I 
would like to discuss these common elements 
before commenting on details of the Ameri
can response to international terrorism. 

Briefly, international terrorists, contrary 
to their image, are not usually the warped, 
demented individuals so often portrayed in 
the news media. They are dedicated, ideologi
cal, and highly motivated. They are almost 
uniformly to the far left politically, unlike 
strictly local terrorists who reflect every 
shade of ideology and opinion. 

International terrorists are well-financed, 
able to move throughout the world with 
changing identities and forged documents, 
and they have safe places to hide from pur
suers in many nations. 

International terrorists are well trained in 
organization, frequently proficient in the use 
of small arms and explosives, competent with 
modern communication equipment, and par
ticularly well informed about the vulnerabil
ities of their looa.l adversaries. 

Unlike their local terrorist counterparts, 
international terrorists are few and rarely 
represent any serious indigenous mass move
ment, though they may exploit local oppor
tunities. 

Finally, there is one ultimate source of in
ternational terrorist support in an over
whelming number of cases-the Soviet Union. 

I am convinced it is crucial to our discus
sions and to the successful multi-lateral ef
fort to combat terrorism that we recognize
at the outset--the central role that the large
ly unseen hand of the Soviet Union has 
played and continues to play in both the di
rect and indirect use of terrorism in this and 
other regions of the world. 

The United States, and allied nations in 
Western Europe have been engaged in a dec
ade-long effort to improve relations with the 
Soviet Union. The diplomatic shorthand for 
the pursuit of better relations between West
ern nations and the Soviet Union
"Detente"-ha.s become accepted in the vo
cabulary of the layman. For example, antici
pating good faith on the part of the Soviet 
Union, the United States has embarked on 
an agreement, if the Senate consents, to limit 
strategic arms. Should that anticipation be 
in error, our long-term security may be in 
jeopardy, should the current "fair" diplo
matic weather turn "foul". We have signed a 
variety of agreements with the Soviet Union 

in the name of diminishing tensions and re
ducing the possibility of violent conflict be
tween the two nations. Lofty declarations of 
principle have been drafted with the Soviet 
leadership relating to noninterference be
tween nations, in the expectation that it 
would diminish international Soviet adven
turism that could place American security at 
risk. 

But an examination of the Soviet role in 
promoting international terrorism casts grave 
doubt on the assumptions about Soviet pol
icy upon which American-and Western
policy toward the Soviet Union is based. The 
Soviet Union, in fact, has a. central role in 
training, equipping, transporting, and pro
tecting the most important international ter
rorists and terrorist organizations in the 
world. Although the initiative for individual 
terrorist acts rests with the terrorists them
selves rather than the Soviet leadership, the 
Soviet effort has been made and sustained. 

The Soviet Union promotes international 
terrorism because it stands to gain from ter
rorist success. The Brazilian theorist of in
terns tiona! terrorism, Carlos Marighela, has 
described the purpose of terrorism as to 
"make life unbearable" for ordinary people, 
to create a "climate of collapse" in the target 
regime. This favors the ends of both the 
terrorists and their Soviet mentors. The 
Soviet interest Ues with disruption and 
chaos-as in Iran, for example-as often as it 
lies in outright takeover-as in the cases of 
Afghanistan, Angola, and Ethiopia. Thus, we 
face t!le prospect of continuing to seek 
formalized improvements in relations with 
the Soviet Union on both a bilateral and a 
multilateral basis, while the Soviets continue 
to support a covert terrorist effort aimed 
ultimately at Western democracies. 

This dangerous predicament of the West 
deserves some elaboration. The international 
department of the central committee of the 
Communist Party of the Soviet Union has 
established two training schools for foreign 
terrorists. The first, the Lenin Institute, 
trains the hardcore Marxist-Leninist cadres, 
while the second, the Patrice Lumumba Uni
versity in Moscow for Communist-oriented 
students, trains terrorists primarily from the 
developing world. Several hundred foreign 
nationals are trained each year at several 
sites within the Soviet Union. Additional 
training takes place in North Korea and 
Cuba. In addition, terrorist training is done 
in Libya, in Palestinian Liberation Organiza
tion camps in Lebanon, in East Germany, in 
Czechoslovakia, and in other East European 
nations. Many of the terrorists active in West 
Germany and Italy were trained with K .G.B. 
assistance at P.L.O. training camps in Leba
non. Terrorists in Northern Ireland have been 
assisted by Omnipol, an element of the Czech 
intelligence service controlled by the K.G.B. 

The Cuban intelligence service, the D.G.I. 
has been under the command of a Soviet 
K.G.B. Major General since 1968. Cuba is 
now becoming the major Soviet link w1 th the 
international terrorist movement. The Cuban 
D.G.I., which has the major role in support 
of international terrorist activities on behalf 
of the Soviet government, has sent its rep
resentatives to virtually every area of the 
developing world. Representatives of the 
Cuban training establishment have been 
sent to P .L.O. camps in Sidon and Tyre, in 
Lebanon, to assist terrorists of George 
Habash's popular front for the liberation of 
Palestine. In late April of this year, an agree
ment was made by the Popular Front for the 
liberation of Palestine to have several hun
dred terrorists trained in Cuba, following a 
meeting between Habash and Cuban officials. 

P.L.O. terrorists are also being trained 
under K.G.B. supervision in Hungary and 
Bulgaria. A vast arsenal intended for use by 
terrorists is being built up by the Soviet 
Union in Libya. Equipment sufficient for 
five Soviet motorized rifle divisions has been 
stockpiled in Libya ready to support large-

scale guerrilla operations. It can be trans
shipped to Zambia and Mozambique as well 
as used to support the more modest require
ments of small terrorist organizations in 
West Europe, Africa, and the Western 
Hemisphere. Indeed, Qaddafi sponsored a 
conference in Behghazi earlier this year 
which included a large number of Latin 
American terrorist organizations with P.L.O. 
elements. Among the results of the confer
ence is an effort to support the Sandinista 
terrorists in Nicaragua, via Cuba and 
Panama, and pressure on Brazil to permit 
the opening of a P .L.O. office in Brazil
moves likely to be precursors of the spread 
of transnational terrorism to the Western 
Hemisphere. Nowhere is the hand of the 
Soviet Union directly in sight. The nations 
involved, Libya, Cuba and East European 
states, are the only nations directly involved. 
The Soviet Union, the ultimate source of the 
weapons, the logistic support, the intelli
gence collection, transportation of terrorists, 
and related matters, is not routinely identi
fied, either by Western governments or by 
the press. 

The Soviet Union's extensive involvement 
in international terrorism is a fact few West
ern governments will acknowledge in public. 
It is also a fact that no Western government 
can afford to ignore. Until Western govern
ments face the difficult problem posed by 
covert Soviet support for international ter
rorism, many well-intentioned international 
efforts to control terrorism will be doomed 
to failure. 

Soviet policy has never been more duplicit 
than on the subject of international terror
ism. Soviet propaganda attacks P .L.O. ter
rorist incidents, while the Soviet Union pro
vides the weapons, intelligence, and training 
to the P.L.O. and splinter organizations. So
viet propaganda attacks Western European 
terrorists, but provides a safe haven for flee
ing terrorists in East Berlin and Czechoslo
vakia. Soviet propaganda attacks terrorist 
hijackers in the West, but assists in the 
construction of a training facility in Cuba 
for aircraft hijacking. 

The American response to terrorism from 
the perspective of organization and strategy 
has, on the whole, been useful, even though 
it falls to address the fa-ct of Soviet partici
pation in the support of international ter
rorist activities. Within the logic imposed by 
responding to the symptoms of terrorist vio
lence, the strategy has succeeded in reducing 
the attractiveness of directing terrorist inci
dents against the U.S. government. In 1;he 
3,000 terrorist incidents which have taken 
plllice since 1970, at least 25 percent of the 
5,000 wounded and 2,000 killed ha.ve been 
American nationals. More tha.n 30 U.S. gov
ernment a.gencies have a role in dealing with 
the terrorist threat, and, organizationally, 
their efforts have. been coordinated in a 
manner which effectively supports the U.S. 
policy of offering no concesslons to terror
ists. While this posture has undoubtedly 
led to some loss of life, it has sa.ved far 
more than it lost. The wisdom of this pos
ture is reinforced by the experience of every 
other nation which hM adopted this 
posture. 

There has been an unfortunate divergence 
between the practices of public and private 
American institutions in responding to ter
rorist assaults. Too frequently, U.S. corpo
rations operS~ting abroad ca.pitUle.te to terror
ist extortion. Naturally, it is done to save 
the life of a kidnapping victim or to protect 
property from destruction by terrorists. But 
it comes as no surprise then to learn that 
U.S. corporations a.broad ha.ve become prime 
targets for terrorism. As a consequence, tens 
of millions of dollars extorted from corpo
rations have gone into the coffers of terror
ist organizations, financing still further 

· attacks on U.S. commercial interests abroad. 
The United States is not alone in this prob
lem. This points to a conspicuous short-
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coming in the response of most Western 
governments to terrorism, including the 
United States. Most of the attention in cop
ing with the terrorist threat has gone into 
protecting governments from intimida.tion 
by terrorists-a necessary first step in meet
ing the threat. However, it is not sufficient 
simply to protect governments from terrorist 
threats if private citizens and property are 
to become easy victims of extortion, kid
napping, sabotage, and other acts of violence 
by terrorist organiza.tions. There is li.ttle to 
be gained if governments ma.na.ge to free 
themselves of terrorist intimidation only to 
preside over a wasteland in which no private 
citizen or business firm is safe from terrorist 
attack. 

A second dimension of the U.S. policy re
sponse to international terrorism has been 
to improve the management of government 
agencies to assure that crisis management 
will be effectively carried out during a ter
rorist incident. Fortunately, the adequacy of 
this machinery has not been put to a severe 
test, but preliminary indications suggest that 
it should serve the needs of senior govern
ment officials in mobilizing government re
sources to deal with a terrorist-induced 
emergency. As the threat posed by interna
tional terrorism has become better under
stood by the U.S. government, more special
ized organizations have been formed within 
government agencies to permit the most ef
fective response. Much more will depend 
upon the ability of government officials to 
improvise successfully in the circumstances. 
Entebbe may never be repeated in precisely 
the same manner, and gojVernments which 
prepare to cope only with types of terrorist 
incidents which have occurred in the past 
may find they are incapable of meeting 
wholly unexpected incidents unless they can 
institutionalize the capability to develop a 
response "on the spot." 

A third, and hopeful, dimension of the 
American response to terrorism is the at
tempt to develop international controls over 
terrorism. The most notable success to date 
has been with the problem of aerial hijack
ing. Yet, hijacking is only a small part of the 
terrorist menace. Even if this problem were 
solved by international agreement, it would 
not address the most dangerous types of ter
rorist incidents we are likely to see in the 
coming decade as a result of the profligate 
Soviet policy of distributing shoulder
launched antiaircraft missiles, sophisticated 
mines, and advanced high explosives. The in
ternational effort is not likely to yield the 
results we hope for unless some means are 
identified to induce the Soviet Union to 
cease its support for international terrorism. 
It will otherwise be possible for the Soviet 
Union to sign every international convention 
dealing with the suppression of terrorism 
and yet continue to aid and abet the inter
national terrorist movements through its 
program of aiding Communist-oriented ele
ments on a worldwide basis. 

A bill recently introduced into the Con
gress would require the U.S. government to 
terminate m1litary and economic assistance 
to any nation which the President deter
mines has demonstrated a pattern of support 
for acts of international terrorism. Although 
this legisl·ation might affect · the behaviOT of 
some nations, the worst offenders in support
ing international terrorism-the Soviet 
Union, Cuba, Libya, North Korea, and the 
P.L.O.--do not receive any U.S. assistance, 
and hence such legislation would have little 
effect in diminishing terrorist activity. 

What is required is a determined effort by 
the nations most affected by terrorism
the U.S., West Germany, Britain, Israel, and 
perhaps a few others, to take more direct, 
and where desirable, joint action against the 
Soviet conduits for terrorism. Israel has 
shown the way in attacking terrorist organ
izations at their centers of operation. This 
retlects a great determination at the highest 

levels of government, combined with a well
organized and responsive intelligence estab
lishment, to deal effectively with terrorist 
organizations. 

Similar coordination is also called for from 
a diplomatic perspective. Greater efforts must 
be made to deny known representatives of 
terrorist organizations the undisturbed free
dom to travel in Western nations. I regret 
that the U.S. allowed the entry of known 
representatives of the P.L.O. into the United 
States, and I am persuaded that it would 
be in the interests of all nations affected by 
terrorism to make a vigorous effort to deny 
access ·to known terrorists or representatives 
of such organizations. 

In addition, it would be useful 'if nations 
threatened by terrorism would refrain from 
diplomatic initiatives that lend international 
status and prestige to terrorist organizations. 
By affording organizations like the P.L.O. 
and other terrorist organizations which claim 
de facto "government" status, the slightest 
gesture of recognition merely serves to estab
lish the legitimacy of terrorism as a means 
of gaining political ends. 

International terrorism must be under
stood in the form it has taken, namely a 
transnational weapon, primarily sponsored 
by the Soviet Union to achieve its political 
ends. Some years hence, the Soviet Union 
may be displaced by another nation as the 
principal sponsor of terrorist organizations. 
The basic issue remains: international ter
rorism must be made an illegitimate means 
of contlict and this can only be accomplished 
if the in tended victims are prepared to take 
the steps necessary to deny international 
terrorists the objectives they seek. 

Finally, we must scrutinize the concept of 
detente itself. The adoption of widespread 
terrorism as a means of covert warfare by the 
Soviet Union and its allies such as Cuba, 
Libya, and sub-national terrorist groups re
veals the failure of detente as a theory of 
relations between East and West. Detente 
has become little more than a means of dis
abling the West from dealing with less-than
total threats to its survival, especially wars 
of national liberation and international ter
rorism. The United States and the nations 
of Western Europe have been induced to 
make detente with the Soviet Union a cen
tral element of their foreign policy, expect
ing that it would reduce the threat to their 
security. In fact, detente has caused a de
cline in Western security-a decline which 
has contributed to Soviet power in the world 
today. There is, in fact, no adequate substi
tute for a brand of diplomacy which places 
security first, for this is the lynchpin of an 
effective foreign policy. International terror
ism has, perhaps more than any other prob
lem, exposed the fatal tlaws of detente. This 
conference retlects the emerging consensus 
among policy-makers that international ter
rorism is a problem which can be overcome. 
As the problem of international terrorism is 
resolved by the nations which are targets of 
terrorist violence, we must also attend to the 
diplomatic dimension that has made us so 
vulnerable to terrorism for so many years.e 

PROPOSALS TO REINSTITUTE SE-
LECTIVE SERVICE REGISTRATION 

• Mr. LEVIN. Mr. President, the ques
tion of whether the Congress should re
institute registration under the Military 
Selective Service Act in an effort to ad
dress the mobilization deficiencies of our 
Selective Service System is a highly con
troversial one. 

Currently, there are two different pro
posals to accomplish this. One is before 
the House of Representatives as a sec
tion of H.R. 4040-that body's proposed 
version of the fiscal 1980 Defense Au-

thorization Act. The second version is 
before the Senate as a separate piece 
of legislation-S. 109. That bill was re
ported out by the Committee on Armed 
Services by an 11 to 5 vote. 

Both Houses of Congress can be ex
pected to act on these measures in the 
near future. 

As a member of the Committee on 
Armed Services, I opposed reporting out 
S. 109, Mr. President, but it is not my 
purpose in rising today to discuss this 
particular piece of legislation. 

The issue of reinstituting registration 
is both charged with emotion and ex
tremely complex. It requires the Congress 
and the American people to analyze and 
try to understand many complicated 
considerations which affect our national 
security, our civil liberties, and our rights 
and obligations as citizens under our 
Constitution. 

But these many complexities soon will 
be discussed at length, and today I do 
not intend to do so. Instead, I want to 
take this opportunity to share with my 
colleagues some additional information 
I have been gathering about the issue and 
to urge them to carefully consider it as 
they prepare for the upcoming debate. 

This information-about the plans of 
the Selective Service System to address 
its mobilization problems without resort
ing to reinstituting registration-was ob
tained in response to many questions I 
submitted to the Acting Director of the 
Selective Service, Robert E. Shuck, at 
a special hearing of our committee's 
Manpower and Personnel Subcommittee. 
That hearing was held only 9 days ago, 
on July 10, 1979. 

Although I do not sit on that subcom
mittee, the chairman of that group, our 
colleague Senator NUNN, graciously con
sented to my submitting these questions, 
and I want to thank him for that cour
tesy. 

Unfortunately, the responses to these 
questions were unavailable when the 
transcripts of that hearing were printed, 
Mr. President, so in order to inform my 
colleagues, I would like to print the ques
tions and answers in the RECORD. 

The material follows: 
QUESTIONS FROM U.S. SENATOR CARL LEVIN TO 

RoBERT E. SHUCK, ACTING DmECTOR OF THE 
SELECTIVE SERVICE SYSTEM 

1. It is your position, and the Administra
tion's position, that with modest additional 
funding to improve its automatic data proc
essing capabilities, the Selective Service 
System can meet Department of Defense 
(DoD) requirements to mobilize adequate 
manpower in a national emergency. This con
clusion has been rejected by both the Senate 
and House Armed Services Committees. For 
example, the HASC report on H.R. 4040, the 
fiscal 1980 DoD authorization b1ll which 
include registration provisions, states that: 

"Registration alone will provide the 
Selective Service System with the capability 
to fill the Army's surge training capacity." 

In its report on S. 109, the Senate regis
tration measure, the SASC concluded: 

"This tight schedule (of mob111zation as 
contemplated under tlhe Administration's 
plan) and many assumptions about so many 
different operations at so many different lo
cations lead to great skepticism about its 
feasibility ... Trying to implement such a 
complex new system during a period when 
the Nation is trying to mobilize rapidly con-
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vinces many that such a plan could not 
work." 

Please provide specific positions and com
ments on every finding and conclusion of 
each of the committees concerning the abil
ity or inability of the Selective Service Sys
tem, even with the increased funding pro
posed by the President, to meet DoD mobili
zation requirements. Enclosed are copies of 
both Committee reports. 

The significant provisions of the two bills 
are: 

H.R. 4040: 
Resume registration as men become 18 af

ter January 1, 1981. 
President submit recommendation for re

form of Selective Service System by Janu
ary 15, 1980. 

Annual assessment of moblllzation capa
bllity of the Selective Service System. 

Preserve Selective Service System as an 
independent agency. 

s. 109: 
Commence registration of men by Janu

ary 2, 1980, with classification procedures 
suspended until January 1, 1981. 

President to report by July 1, 1980 on cate
gories for deferment and exemption and pro
cedures for classification. 

Assign supervision of Manpower Moblll
zation planning to the Undersecretary of De
fense for Policy and require an annual report 
of mobilization capab111ties and require
ments. 

There are many similar concerns and 
points made in the Senate and House Armed 
Services Committee reports. These include: 

Concern about the national mobilization 
capability. The Selective Service System was 
intended to be maintained with the capa
bll1ty to provide necessary untrained man
power to augment the all volunteer force 
in the event of an emergency. In October 
1977 the Department of Defense revised their 
requirements for the Selective Service Sys
tem deliveries of untrained manpower. The 
system cannot presently meet the revised 
requirements, however, the President re
quested an improved budget for fiscal year 
1979 to permit the Selective Service System 
to meet the more demanding requirements. 
Congress did not approve the increased 
budget. The President again requested a sup
plemental appropriation for Selective Serv
ice for fiscal year 1979 and an increased budg
et for fiscal year 1980. At this time Congress 
approved only a portion of the supplemental 
request for fiscal year 1979 and the House has 
approved a portion of the increased budg
et request for fiscal year 1980. The Senate 
has yet to complete action on the fiscal year 
1980 budget. 

Registration removes roll doubts as to the 
capabll1ty of the Selective Service System 
to meet the Department of Defense needs and 
would reduce the amount of time needed for 
first delivery of inductees. 

Certainly registration and the building of a 
current data base would give a more assured 
capab111ty. However, since the Department 
of Defense does not need significant de
liveries within the first 30 days, Selective 
Service plans and procedures wlll permit 
adequate delivery with current require
ments. 

Evidence that the Department of Defense 
training base capacity can be enhanced and, 
therefore, the delivery requirements for the 
Selective Service may be revised once again. 
What would the Selective Service System do 
then? 

We believe the Selective Service System 
must prepare to respond to the current re
quirements that have been established by 
the Department of Defense. At this time the 
Selective Service System has developed and 
tested plans and procedures that will per
mit the System to meet the current require
ments without peacetime registration, pro
viding the needed resources and appropria-

tions are made available. If the Department 
of Defense does increase its training base 
capacity and this results in increased de
livery requirements or quicker delivery re
quirements, then it would be necessary for 
the Selective Service System to reassess its 
mob111zation readiness planning. 

Concern about the "massive risks" in
herent in the Selective Service emergency 
plan. 

There are some risks in any contingency 
planning. We in the Selective Service System 
believe we can reduce or eliminate most 
risks as we complete the analysis of various 
concepts, evaluate alternative and accom
plish many tasks before the emergency so 
that our primary efforts after the emergency 
can be devoted to the registration and induc
tion processes. We can further reduce the 
risks by utllizing one of the provisions of 
H.R. 4040 and S. 109r-an annual assessment 
of the mobllization capability of the Selec
tive Service System. We have conducted 
special mobilization read!ness exercises and 
plan to continue annually assessing our 
mob111zation capability. 

We certainly realize that new and inno
vative plans can be difficult to initially 
understand and some will resist new plans 
because "we have never done it before" or 
"there appear to be significant risks". In our 
great nation we have not permitted these 
objections to prevent or deter moving ahead 
into previously unexplored endeavors or 
concepts. If we had heeded those who resist 
new concepts, our nation would not have 
computers, missiles, lasers, satellites, and 
many other technological advances. The Se
lective Service System emergency plans and 
procedures have been divided into specific 
parts and each part has been evaluated, 
tested, revised, or modified. We will con
tinue this process to ensure we have the best 
possible plans and assured capab111ty. We 
can accomplish our assigned mission if we 
are permitted to move ahead. 

Senate Armed Services Committee ex
pressed concern over the classification cate
gories; suggested that the standards should 
be changed and only conscientious objectors, 
individuals morally, mentally and physically 
unfit, and only such other categories as the 
President believes are necessary in the Na
tional interest should be deferred. 

There were many changes to the M111tary 
Selective Service Act in 1969, 70 and 71 which 
reduced the categories of registrants eligible 
for deferment. The law in its present form 
is nearly as equitable as it can be made. 
There are very limited categories of defer
ments and exemptions. 

Selective Service does not have the com
puter capab111ty necessary to conduct and 
input a rapid registration ... it will take a 
long time to obtain adequate computer capa
bility even if adequate appropriations are 
provided. 

We certainly agree that we do not have 
adequate computer capab111ty. We also realize 
that the normal procurement process may 
take one to three years before we possess the 
required computer capability. However, in 
our current planning we are exploring vari
ous interim computer capablllties. We are 
evaluating the possible use of contract com
puter services and equipment with commer
cial computer firms , while testing our com
puter programs and concepts on Federal 
time-sharing agreements with the Depart
ment of Commerce and Department of De
fense. We are finalizing our Automated Data 
System study which clearly defines our com
puter requirements and our timetable for 
obtaining the resources. 

In summary, from the detailed analysis 
and testing of the various computer capa
bilities and our mobll1zation plans, I am 
confident that our plans wm permit us to 
meet the current Department of Defense de
livery requirements. We can dispel the doubts 
of many if we can obtain the increased 

budget, accomplish our planned pre-emer
gency actions, and perform special mobili
zation exercises which will demonstrate that 
the Select! ve Service System will be able to 
meet the delivery rquirements. 

2. What problems do you have with s. 109, 
should it pass and registration be mandated? 
With H.R. 4040, should it be enacted? 

I do not feel that peacetime registration 
is necessary at this time. With the requested 
increase in appropriations, the Selective Serv
ice System can develop the capab111ty to 
meet the Department of Defense current 
manpower delivery requirements without 
peacetime registration. The current require
ments are (1) begin delivery by M+30; (2) 
deliver 100,000 by M+60, and deliver 650,000 
by M+180. There is no doubt that the 
Selective Service System can meet these re
quirements if we are provided adequate 
resources. 

3. What changes in S. 109 would the Ad
ministration suggest? In H.R. 4040? 

As I mentioned in the previous answer, I 
do not feel the necessity for passage of either 
S. 109 or H.R. 4040. With the requested in
crease in appropriations, the Selective Serv
ice System can develop the capab111ty to meet 
the Department of Defense updated man
power delivery requirements without peace
time registration. 

4. How much would S. 109 and H.R. 4040 
each cost according to Administration esti
mates, and why? 

The annual additional operating cost of 
either S. 109 or H.R. 4040 would be approxi
mately $10 million. Start up cost to set up 
the organization required to hold registration 
under S. 109 is estimated to be an additional 
$2 million. This is figured on a reasonable 
lead time to expand the regional organiza
tion, hire and train compensated personnel, 
and appoint and train volunteer registrars. 
An additional $1 million would be required 
under s. 109 to input to the data base from 
the catch-up registration. 

5. How long would it take for the Admin
istration to implement s. 109 and why? To 
implement H.R. 4040? 

It would take approximately 6 to 8 months 
from passage of the necessary appropriations 
to get the personnel and resources on hand 
to implement S. 109 or H.R. 4040. This lead 
time would be utilized to permit orderly 
buildup of the Selective Service System and 
the necessary training of personnel. 

6. What are the relative strengths and 
weakness of S. 109 as compared with the reg
istration provisions in H.R. 4040-the House's 
Armed Services Committees version of the 
FY 1980 DoD Authorization? 

A comparison of S. 109 and H.R. 4040 pro
vided some distinct similarities and at the 
same time some wide divergences. Both bills 
call for registration, but the House version 
only calls for the registration of those turn
ing 18 years of age after December 31, 1980. 
This presents a problem for the required data 
bank including 2-3 year of birth groups nec
essary to satisfy DoD emergency requirements 
would not be complete for 2-3 years. There 
is a serious weakness in the provisions of 
H.R. 4040 because the registration procedure 
advocated would not provide Selective Serv
ice with the registrants needed to meet the 
Department of Defense requirements for at 
least two years. If an emergency occurred 
prior to January 1, 1983 an emergency regis
tration of 20 and 21 year olds would be re
quired before the inductions are initiated. 

s. 109 would involve a more rapid and cost
ly mass registration to get all 18-26 year old 
men registered. 

7. Under the S. 109 timetable, does enough 
time exist between the due date (July 1, 
1980) of the report on changes in registra
tion/ classification procedures and the date 
inS. 1()9 when classification is to begin (Jan
uary 1, 1981)? Why or why not? 

Any delay in implementing registration 
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would be the result of a lack of adequate 
and timely funding rather than the timing of 
the President's repor t. It would take approx
imately 6 to 8 months to recruit and train 
sufficient personnel for an effective and effi
cient registration process with our present 
plans and appropriate funding. 

8. If the Congress is to mandate registra
tion, under which proposal would the Ad
ministration prefer that it be re-instituted-
S. 109 or H.R. 4040? Why? 

The Administration would prefer that nei
ther proposal be instituted at this time. 
I am confident that with passage of our FY 
80 appropriations request, the Selective Serv
ice System can meet the Department of De
fense manpower requirements without peace
time registration. If Congress mandates reg
istration and a special report for reform of 
the current law, the Administration would 
prefer that the requirements for registration 
to begin be delayed until a complete analysis 
and proposals for reform of the existing law 
are accomplished. · 

9. Should you receive the funding you say 
is necessary for you to meet DoD require
ments, how soon would it take you to be in a 
position to: 

a. meet those requirements and 
b. test your newly implemented procedures 

and system to determine whether it will work 
as you claim? 

(a) The Selective Service System can de
velop and demonstrate the capability for 
meeting the .revised DoD manpower require
ments within 6 to 8 months after passage of 
the appropriations required. To meet a 6 to 
8 month assured capability, some of the op
erational concepts will require negotiation of 
special "stand-by" contracts until the equip
ment can be leased or purchased. Plans are to 
ultimately have an in-house capab111ty for 
the computer processing equipment and 
materials. This capability wm be identified 
in the 5 year computer plan study which is 
nearing completion. The necessary equip
ment would be leased or purchased over a pe
riod of 1 to 3 years. 

(b) Our plans for rapid rebuilding of the 
System in an emergency have already been 
tested during Mob111zation Readiness Exer
cises with our reserve forces in the states. We 
are confident these plans are viable. We have 
just completed a test of the computer capa
b111ty for input of registrant data. Prelimi
nary results have assured us that this data 
can be input in the timeframe necessary. An 
analysis of the remaining computer capabil
ity will be available, as mentioned above, in 
the 5 year plan. A test of the use of state 
election officials and election sites for regis
tration is being planned. 

10. Can you be in a position to make this 
test before you implement your entire new 
plan? Why or why not? If so, by when? 

we are now in process of developing a five
year Automated Data Systems (ADS) Plan. 
The plan will be completed by September 
1979. Therefore, from an ADP perspective, the 
first phase of that plan may not be funded 
until approval of the FY 1981 Budget. Thus 
implementation of the first phase would not 
occur before second Quarter 1982 under a 
competitive procurement cycle. However. an 
interim ADP plan is in process of being im
plemented now. In December 1979, a test of 
our emergency mobilization and delivery sys
tem is planned that wm ut111ze a large DoD 
computer system with the capab111ty of meet
ing theM-Day Emergency Processing Sched
ules. 'The December 1979 test will permit 
evaluation of four important aspects of our 
emergency readiness posture: 

(1) Data Entry Contractor Keying (encod
ing) of a low volume of registration data for 
computer processing; 

(2) Data Transmission of large volume of 
re~istration data to the central computer; 

(3) Evaluation of the EMMPS computer 
software in a large volume test; and 

( 4) Exercise of computer hardware under 
large-volume test conditions. 

11. In your testimony before this Com
mittee, you said that "I am confident that 
we are capable of meeting DoD's manpower 
needs in almost every contingency except a 
no-notice condition." What other contin
gencies are there besides the no-notice con
dition that you use for planning purposes? 
In which of these are you not confident that 
you would be able to meet the specified 
needs? 

There are a large number of scenarios for 
which our exis.ting registration and reconsti
tution plans would be adequate. Several ex
amples would be a resumption of peacetime 
registration such as envisioned inS. 109 and 
H.R. 4040, or the scenario which provided the 
background for last year's mob111zation ex
ercise, Nifty Nugget, or the type of scen
ario .that preceded World War II where we 
initiated registration and registrant proces
sing more than a year before we actually 
entered the war. 

The point I w·as trying to make in my 
tes.timony before this committee is that our 
existing plans will handle almost anything 
except a "worst case, no-notice" situation 
where we might not have any opportunity 
whatsoever to take any actions before M-day. 
We must, of course, be prepared to respond 
to a "wors.t case, no notice" situation. The 
present DoD requirements, are based on just 
such a situation. 

We certainly anticipate experiencing con .. 
siderable difficulty if we were· requested to 
produce inductees sooner than 75-85 days, 
starting from the "deep standby" position 
in which we find ourselves .today. To meet 
the current requirements to begin delivery 
of inductees by M + 30, the Selective Service 
System must receive the additional funds re
quested for Fiscal Year 1980. 

12. You state that you have had plans for 
almos.t two years to meet the previous DoD 
requirements. You state that you can meet 
the current requirements with the requested 
FY 1980 funding, as well as with additional 
funding. How much more additional fund
ing annually will the Selective Service need 
during the nex.t fl. ve years? 

The estimated ·additional funding re
quired by the Selective Service System to 
meet the current requirements will include 
these items: 

( 1) Software Development---$350,000 (One 
time cost) . · 

(2) Computer Hardware and Peripheral 
equipment---(a) Purchase Cost $4.42 million; 
(b) Lease Cost $1.33 million. 

( 3) Communica tion/ Transmission--$'833,-
000. 

NOTE.-(Upon completion of 5 year ADS 
Plan more definitive information and cost 
will be available). 

13. There appear to be approximately 750 
reservists employed by the Selective Service 
for the purpose of training and organizing 
personnel at local and regional levels. Why 
are these people paid for by the Selective 
Service and not by the Department of 
Defense as other reserve officers are? 

Section 10(h) of the M111tary Selective 
Service Act requires that there be person
nel adequate to reinstitute, immediately, the 
full operation of the System, including mili
tary reservists who are trained to operate 
such System and can be ordered to active 
duty for such purpose in the event of a 
National emergency. The Selective Service 
System is presently authorized 715 reserve 
b1llets. Since the 715 Reserve Forces officers 
are for the exclusive use of the System, the 
Administration decided effective July 1, 1972, 
that responsibility for funding our Reserve 
Forces would be transferred from the Depart
ment of Defense to this agency. We use these 
reservists so we pay for their services and 
availab111ty in the event of an emergency. 

14. In your statement you say that you 
will reduce the span of control if you receive 
the funding requested? What do you mean 
by "span of control?" 

One of the items planned for implementa
tion once the appropriations request is 
funded is to "reduce the span of control" 
further in our field operations by expa.nding 
from 6 to 10 regiorui.l offices. Officials in these 
regions will be responsible for overseeing the 
trainlJng of our reserve forces, coordinating 
activities with the provisional state. directors . 
in each state, and recruiting and training 
local and appeal board members to serve on 
an uncompensated standby basis. With only 
6 Regional offices, each Region is larger than 
desired from an effective management and 
control point of view. With 10 Regional 
offices the Selective Service System can pro
vide closer supervision to the mobilization 
planning and implementation procedures in 
4 to 8 states and territories, instead of the 
present 8 to 12 jurisdictions, which include 
the 50 states, District of Columbia, Guam, 
Virgin Islands, and Puerto Rico. 

15. How will you choose local and appeal 
board members? Will they 1be reimbursed. 1n 
any way? What type of training will they 
receive? Before or after mobilization? Have 
you checked your four year old list recently 
to see how many of ·these people win serve 
again? When? How many on the llst sa.id 
they would serve again? How many addresses 
on the list are no longer accurate? 

A major sour·ce for recruitment of local 
and appeal board members is our list of for
mer members. This list will be screened to 
eliminate those persons who are no longer 
eligible to serve. Of the remainder, we esti
mate that approximately 50 % of around 6000 
will volunteer to serve again. The balance 
needed will be recruited in the counties and 
communities of the states through civic 
groups, school and college faculties, profes
sional associations, Veteran groups and other 
like sources. Potential candidates for appoint
ment will be nominated by the Governors 
and appointed by the President. All ·boa.rd 
members are uncompensated volunteers and 
are only reimbursed for their expenses. 

Training will essentially be devoted to the 
area of registration, classification, procedural 
rights, and registrant processing. Recruiting 
and training of these uncompensated per
sonnel is planned to be accomplished before 
mobilization but is dependent upon the 
availability of appropriate funds requested 
in the Fiscal Year 1980 budget. 

16. In deciding to use state election 
machinery in order to facilitate registration, 
what kinds of discussions did you have with 
each of the state election boards? What types 
of agreements do you have with the boards? 
Are you confident that all states will imple
ment your plan according to your specifica
tions and time needs? If so, why? Will you 
reimburse state election operations for SSS 
costs? How much will this cost annually? 

During 1978 and 1979 all states were con
tacted to determine the feasLbility of using 
state election operations to conduct a one 
day mass registration. The initial contacts 
were to determine: (a) time required to 
activate the election machinery; (b) esti
mated workload; (c) training requirements; 
(d) number of sites required and number of 
personnel required. All the responses received 
and on file in this office indicated full sup
port by the state election officials. Additional 
coordination, in some states, is necessary and 
is being accomplished but assurance was re
ceived that the states would respond. The 
exact cost to operate the state election ma
chinery was not requested or received. Emer
gency registration, using state election opera
tions as developed in this plan, would take 
place after the declaration of a state of 
emergency and 18!ter a. proclam.ation had 
been issued by the President. It would not be 
UJSed for an annual registration nor would it 
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be used for a non-emergency registration 
situation, such as envisioned in S. 109. There 
would, therefore, be no annual cost. 

17. You chose state election machinery 
to implement a federal plan. Why? Why did 
you not choose to work through a federal, 
or quasi-federal agency. such as the Postal 
Service, which remains active and staffed 
throughout the year, rather than the elec
tion agencies which might only be part-time 
operations or are active only during an elec
tion? What alternative plans were consid
ered? Why did you decide not to propose a 
plan which would make use of existing 
records of federal agencies? What are the 
Privacy Act implications of using these exist
ing records? 

The Military Selective Service Act of June 
24. 1948, as amended provides that the act 
be administered through cooperative efforts 
of the Federal government and the states, 
territories, possessions, and the District of 
Columbia. History has proven the necessity 
to convey the attitude that many operational 
activities of the system are accomplished 
through the local government support and 
assistance. This was very successfully ac
complished in WW I and WW II and con
tributed to the full cooperation of all the 
citizens of the United States. Some pre
liminary information we have received in 
conjunction with our study of registration 
alternatives indicates that de·ve•loping a 
registrant data base from the existing records 
of other federal and state agenctes may be 
only 80-85',-;. effective. The inability to ac
count for 15 to 20 <;", of eligible citizens is 
unsatisfactory. In addition the privacy act 
as well as the statutes governing many gov
ernment agencies restricts these agencies 
from the release of this information with
out a waiver by Congress. 

We are carefully analyzing the various 
alternative concepts of building a registrant 
data base and the legal implications for each 
alternative. Upon completion of our analysis, 
we will be able to determine whether there 
is a better process or concept for our use. 

18. You indicate that "other methods of 
registration ... are being studied closely 
at this time." But on page two you stated 
that "in order to meet the current DoD re
quirements we chose to utilize the state 
election !Jlachinery in combination with a 
system of highly automated data processing 
procedures for the rapid and efficient in
put of registration data." This indicates you 
have already chosen your preferred alterna
tive. If so, what is the purpose of the 
study of other methods? Does this mean 
that you are not sure of the system you have 
chosen? Are there problems with it? What 
prob-lems have surfaced? When will the re
port on this study be completed? 

Studies performed by the Selective Service 
System have concluded that a plan for the 
use of election machinery coupled with au
tomated data processing procedures for in
put of registration data will give us the 
capability to meet the revised manpower 
requirements. It was my deciSJI.on to con
centrate the efforts of my limited staff and 
resources toward getting that capability on 
hand. We are not, however, neglecting alter
native measures that may, perhaos, enable 
us to have an even better plan. I have asked 
my staff, for examole, to study the use of 
other Federal agencies' data banks and/or 
office configurations for an emer<!'ency regis
tration. A report on these measures is 
scheduled to be comoleted thls fall. 

19. What other registra.tion plane; are bein~ 
studied? How much will they rost? How fast 
can each be implemented? Which involve 
amendments to the Privacy Act? 

The System's study of registration alterna
tives is considering (along with variations of 
each): 

1. Accomplishment of a participatory reg
istration utilizing the personnel and field or-

ganizations of other Federal Agencies/ De
partments. 

2. Establishment of a master list of induc
tion liables from the data bases of other 
Federal Agencies and/ or Departments. 

3. Establishment of a master list of induc
tion liables from data bases of the various 
States. 

4. Accomplishment of registration through 
use of return mail forms or other various 
concepts (i.e., combination of 2 or more al
ternatives, volunteers, etc.) . 

Cast factors for each general plan enumer
ated have not yet been developed pending 
completion of the study, input from the spe
cific agencies/ departments capable of ac
complishing a registration, or establishment 
of a master list of induction Uables. At this 
time we can not forecast how fast an alter
native plan could be implemented, or the 
cost of each proposed plan or concept pend
ing receipt of valid input. The Federal agen
cies/ departments contacted relative to use 
of data b.l.Ses have indicated unofficially, that 
not only would exemption from or revision of 
the Privacy Act be necessary, but several 
cited agency/ departmental-related sections 
of the US Code prevent proposed use of their 
data. , 

20. Do you believe that there is any other 
type of system which could satisfy the re
quirement that the selection be impartial 
while at the same time avoiding the need for 
complete registration of a group of potential 
inductees? 

At this time our primary concern is to 
have a concept and capability which is per
ceived by the President, Congress and the 
public as being "equity under the Law". Our 
Nation must have an acceptable and equita
ble system for determining who must serve 
when all will not be required or needed to 
serve in the military forces. 

Section 5(d) of the Military Selective 
Service Act calls for the random selection of 
persons for induction. Thus it would be nec
essary to have one complete year of birth 
group registered in order for a random se
lection to be held. 

We must carefully evaluate the other con
cepts to determine if they would be accepta
ble and equitable. 

21. Do you believe that there are possible 
amendments to current statutes which 
might make the operation of the Selective 
Service System more efficient and equitable 
while maintaining the current standby, 
post-mobilization status? If so, please de
scribe them. Is it present statutory require
ments which have prohibited the Selective 
Service from effective operation in recent 
years? 

(a) The Military Selective Service Act has 
withstood challenges on numerous occasions 
in the courts. I feel no changes in the law 
are needed at this time. 

(b) The authority to induct young men 
into the armed forces under Section 17(c) 
of the Military Selective Service Act expired 
on July 1. 1973. On April 1, 1975 the Presi
dent issued a proclamation suspending the 
registration of young men and placed the 
Selective Service System in "deep standby." 

(c) At this time and with the revised De
partment of Defense requirements for theca
pability of early delivery of inductees, the 
Selective Service System must be given ad
ditional funding and resources to permit us 
to develop the capabjlity to begin deliveries 
within 30 days. 

22. The Department of Defense calculated 
its requirements partly on the number of 
people it could handle at its training facili
ties. Assuming that it is able to train the 
number of people it claims to be able to 
handle in the given time periods, how long 
could you continue to maintain that sched
ule? Assuming that, in the event of a rec
ognized national crisis, we experienced a 
surge in voluntary enlistments, how would 

the volunteers and inductees be accommo
dated simultaneously? Would this overcrowd 
the inductions centers, (AFEES) and train
ing facil1ties? What types of coordination 
between AFEES and the SSS are there? What 
precautions have been taken to avoid over
crowding? 

The Department of Defense requirements 
are constrained by the training accession 
capability. The requirements for Selective 
Service deliveries envision very limited 
volunteers or possibly no volunteers. If there 
is a surge of volunteers, the number of in
ductees needed would be lowered to prevent 
the overcrowding of the AFEES or training 
bases. 

We have developed and coordinated our 
planned induction schedule to avoid over
crowding AFEES and training facilities and 
maintain some degree of control of acces
sions. Also we are negotiating with the De
partment of Defense to permit Selective 
Service to utilize recruiting office facilities 
and personnel in the processing of volun
teers for induction until Selective Service 
becomes fully operational. 

There is a high degree of continuing co
ordination between SSS and the Military En
listment Processing Command (MEPCOM), 
the command that supervises the adminis
tration of the AFEES. 

In a mobilization, MEPCOM would pro
vide SSS with a regular schedule for each 
AFEES so that our calls and orders could be 
matched to the individual AFEES capacities. 

23. On page three of your statement you 
state that when your ADP plan is fully de
veloped, it will clearly identify the equip
ment and software requirements and time
tables to be followed. Without this plan, how 
can you make the statements that you have 
made about your ability to meet DOD re
quirements? What parts of the plan remain 
to be finalized? Why do they remain, when 
you, and the Secretary of Defense have con
tinued to state that the plan will be success
ful in meeting the nations' needs? How can 
you be confident about your capabilities to 
meet these requirements before you . even 
have a plan, much less before you have be
gun implementing it? 

The Selective Service System has con
ducted a feasibility study to determine if 
existing computer technology could be used 
to input the registration data and to issue 
induction notices from a central computer. 
The feasibility study conclusively showed 
that existing computer technology could be 
used to meet DOD's requirements. 

Although the Selective Service System 
does not have in-house ADP equipment to 
meet DOD current requirements, we have de
veloped an interim plan which will be in 
force until we have acquired the in-house 
ADP equipment. The interim plan calls for 
use of the private sector to key the regis
tration data and to provide for ADP re
sources needed for the central site. We have 
a contract with Itel Corporation to identify, 
in each regional area, data entry contractors 
who Will commit to key a specific volume of 
the registration data. This contract will be 
completed by August 30, 1979 at which time 
we may negotiate a contract with each of the 
identified data entry contractors. 

The remaining parts of our plan which 
must be fulfilled are: ( 1) a detailed analy
sis of each ADP alternative that can meet 
DOD requirements and (2) an implementa
tion plan for the selected alternative. 

The feasibility study was conducted using 
an IBM series computer with Cathode ray 
tubes (CRT) terminals attached. Selective 
Service System personnel used the CRT 
terminals to input registration data into a 
Regional Office Mini-computer. The regional 
office mini-computer transmitted the regis
tration data to a mini-comnuter which was 
located at the Central site. Based on the in
put speed and the transmission capability of 
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the Series I computer, we concluded that 
DOD's requirement could be satisfied 
through this approach. The feasibility of us
ing a ce~tral computer to receive registration 
data and to issue induction notices was 
established by running a benchmark test. 
This benchmark test consisted of all the 
computer programs that must be executed 
and a sample of the registration data. 
Based on the time the computer re
quired to process the sample registration 
data, we were able to extrapolate to the to
tal time required for mobilization which 
is approximately five days on an IBM 360/65 
computer. After analyzing the information 
from the feasib111ty study, the S8S is confi
dent that it can meet DOD's requirements. 

24. The Secretary of Defense has stated 
that the Selective Service should be given 
the opportunity to develop its computers, 
staffing and planning. He then proposes to 
test the SSS's capab111ties through joint 
"exercises with the Department of Defense 
to provide the necessary confidence that the 
system will work." What would happen if 
we were forced to a mob111zation situation 
prior to the point where we have that con
fidence? On what mechanism could this 
nation rely to mobilize its manpower re
sources for military service? 

We are convinced that registration utmz
ing the state election machinery and Auto
mated Data Processing procedures is a viable 
plan for an emergency registration enabling 
the Selective Service System to deliver the 
number of individuals in the timeframe re
quested by the Department of Defense. It 
is, of course, necessary that the funding 
level requested of the Congress be appro
priated to enable the Selective Service Sys
tem to develop that capability. 

Should an emergency occur prior to pas
sage of the appropriations and therefore 
prior to the enhancement of SSS capability, 
reconstitution and regisration plans that 
have been developed for 2 years would be 
used. These plans were tested with the De
partment of Defense during the Nifty Nug
get exercise and were found to be workable 
for a slower delivery schedule. At this time 
we must develop our capability to meet the 
revised and more rapid delivery schedule 
requirements. 

25. Can you describe the working relation
ship you have with the Secretary of Defense 
and the Department of Defense? How closely 
do the two organizations work in setting 
requirements for the Selective Service Sys
tem and in planning to meet them? 

When I became the Acting Director of 
the Selective Service System one of the first 
things I did was visit with then Assistant 
Secretary of Defense for Manpower, Reserve 
Affairs, and Logistics, John White, concerning 
the Defense Department's emergency man
power requirements. It was shortly after 
that meeting that I was advised of the re
vised manpower requirements. I have been 
in constant communication with officials at 
the Defense Department since that time to 
insure · that they understand our process, 
what our capabilities and limitations are 
and so that I have an accurate understand
ing of their requirements and concerns as 
well as updated knowledge of the mob111za
tion capacities of the Armed Forces Ex
amining and Entrance Stations and train
ing bases, and so forth. We have a very close 
working relationship and I have personally 
briefed the Department of Defense and Army 
Reserve Forces Policy Boards on the require
ments and capabilities of the Selective Serv
ice System. Followup coordination and dis
cussions are held frequently with the key 
manpower officials. 

26. Do you have a working relationship 
with ea.ch of the Armed Services? Have there 
been discussions with the Joint Chiefs of 
Staff, who have been publicly called for the 
renewal of registration? It would seem that 
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this call for a resumption of registration-in 
effect a rejection of your plans-implies a 
la.ck of confidence in the ability of the Se
lective Service System to meet the DoD re
quirements. Do you agree with this assess
ment? Why or why nott? Does the lack of 
confidence in the capab111ties of your system 
effect your ability to work with the Services? 

As I mentioned, I have been in constant 
communication with the civ111an officials. at 
the Department of Defense, most particu
larly the Assistant Secretary of Defense for 
Manpower, Reserve Affairs and Logistics and 
the Assistant Secretaries of the Army and 
Navy for Manpower and Reserve Affairs. I 
have not been dealing with the Joint Chiefs. 
I am familiar with their positions on regis
tration, however, and although I do not pro
fess to speak for them, I feel that their advo
cation of a return to registration lies more 
with their concerns about the deficiencies in 
our reserve forces and mob111zation capab111-
ties than the adequacy of the plan we have 
for meeting those requirements. 

At this time the Joint Chiefs of Staff are 
fully aware of the fact that the Selective 
Service System can not begin the delivery of 
inductees within 30 days. Their concerns and 
confidence in our ca.pab111ties are well 
founded. The System must improve its capa
b111ties and we are striving to do so-but we 
need Congressional support of the President's 
budget for Selective Service so that we can 
move ahead on meeting a quicker delivery 
capab111ty. 

27. (a) What Constitutional challenges 
could your proposed procedures face if im
plemented? (b) What sort of legal challenges 
would you expect if one, or more, of the of
fices was unable to fully process the people 
from its area of responsib111ty? 

(a) The M111tary Selective Service Act and 
the normal registration, cl8.$ification, and 
induction procedures have been ut111zed over 
a period of several years and . we do not an
ticipate any "constitutional" challenges of 
the procedures we plan to use. 

(b) Should there be difficulty in registering 
individuals in a certain area, planned back
up capab111ty would be used to assure that 
all eligible individuals will be properly pro
cessed. We are carefully evaluating alterna
tive concepts to ensure all individuals will 
be processed. 

28. Under your proposals to upgrade the 
Selective Service System, will the personnel 
necessary to man the local and appeal boards 
be trained and in place on mobilization day? 
How? Will it be necessary to recruit and train 
personnel post-mobilization? In your testi
mony before the House HUD and Independ
ent Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee 
you state that: 

"Newly assigned officers will be given thor
ough indoctrination and orientation train
ing immediately after assignment. Addition
ally, training programs will encompass cross
training and cultivate specialized areas of 
professional competency. These concepts in
clude training designed to develop the same 
unique skills required by the mobilization 
position ... " 

Could you explain what cross-training is? 
Once the funding level we have requested 

from Congress has been approved, we will 
immediately recruit the local and appeal 
board individuals who will serve on an un
compensated basis and who will be trained 
in SSS procedures. Training programs have 
been designed and are available for applica
tion in either a pre- or post-M-Day scenario. 
These individuals will be prepared to begin 
immediately serving in an active capacity as 
local and appeal board members should an 
emergency occur. 

"Cross-training" refers to that prepara
tion necessary to enable our reservists to 
thoroughly understand the provisions of the 
M111tary Selective Service Act and perform 
adequately in two or more areas, such as an 

Armed Forces Representative (AFREP) at 
the Armed Forces Examining and Entrance 
Stations (AFEES), an Operations Staff Of
ficer, or a Field Reconstitution Officer, or in 
any one of the other somewhat specialized 
areas indigenous to the administration of a 
fully-operational Selective Service System. 

29. You also testified that it would take 
72 hours to call up Reservists during mobi
lization. On what basis do you make this 
claim, that these Reservists will be capable 
of beginning registration in 72 hours? 

Reserve Forces officers assigned to Selective 
Service are required to sign a mobilization 
agreement when initially earmarked to our 
program confirming their availability within 
72 hours of a declared emergency. Each as
signed officer is required to reconfirm this 
commitment in writing once a year. This 
mob111zation agreement conforms to Depart
ment of Defense Directive 1235.10, Subject: 
Mobilization of the Ready Reserve. Each of
ficer clearly understands that any prior noti
fication period is waived and he/she must 
be immediately available with 72 hours being 
the outside limit. The mob111zation agree
ment signed by each officer contains an ini
tial mobilization location and assignment. 
A copy is retained by the officer and will 
serve as authority to report to a specific 
mob111zation location. 

Our plans call for national registration to 
be accomplished on M+10, seven days after 
the last reporting date for our Reservists. One 
of the high priority actions Reservists will 
take immediately upon reporting will be to 
complete preparations for registration day. 
Intensive training has been, and will con
tinue to be, directed toward this objective. 
Most of the plans, pre-distribution of forms, 
pre-identification of individuals to assist in 
registration at specific sites, responsib111ties 
for pick-up of completed forms, and the de
livery of the completed forms to specific 
computer input terminals will be completed 
before the emergency. 

30. Furthermore, I was informed by your 
office that part of your plan may include 
using men from Army recruiting stations to 
run registration in the various regions. In 
the case of mob111zation would not the SSS 
need all its own personnel and likewise would 
not the Army recruiting stations need all the 
personnel that they could muster? 

We are at present negotiating with DoD to 
arrange for the temporary use of 1200-1500 
military recruiters and recruiting support 
personnel immediately following M-Day, to 
assist in registering and processing volun
teers for induction. This arrangement would 
be contingent on the suspension of recruit-

·ing and enlistments shortly after M-day. A 
side benefit of this plan would make avail
able to the Selective Service System, facUi
ties, property and equipment of the recruit
ing services at a time when the Selective 
Service System is expanding and the recruit
ing services are being phased out. The plan 
to use military recruiters for this ·purpose 
would be only until the Selective Service 
System became fully operational and capable 
of processing volunteers for induction on its 
own. At that time, recruiters would be re
leased to their respective services. 

31. According to your testimony before the 
House Subcommittee on HUD and Independ
ent Agencies, you stated that the election 
machinery was used to register people in 
1940. Could you explain how the machinery 
was used? What agreements, if any, existed 
between the states and the S8S at that time? 
You testified that you have made contact 
and received assurance from all but three or 
four states, that they would assist in the 
case of mob111zation. Which states have not 
replied and why not? 

There is no evidence that specific agree
ments existed or were called for between the 
Federal Government and the States. A Presi
dential Proclamation was issued announcing 
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the registration, calllng for the cooperation 
of the governors of the states and the Board 
of Commissioners of the District of Columbia 
"To provide suitable and sufficient places of 
registration within their respective juris
dictions and to provide suitable and neces
sary registration boards to effect such regis
tration". The Presidential proclamation was 
the convincing instrument that marshalled 
all states behind a national cause. 

In response to the question concerning the 
three of four states that had not responded 
at the time I testified on February 21, 1979, 
we now have received assurance from all 
states that .they would assist with their elec
tion operations. 

32. Under your plans, would SSS pay any 
registration/moblllzation-related costs in
curred by state election organizations? If so, 
how much will this cost the SSS annually? 

We will authorize reimbursement to any 
state for costs incurred. Since this use of 
State Election Machinery would be only in 
an Emergency Registration, registration costs 
would represent a one-time charge rather 
than an annual one. 

33. What would prevent a state from re
neging on such an agreement? Would you 
have a contract with the state? 

The specific short answer ;to your question 
on reneging on an agreement is, "Nothing". 
Plans are to use the state election machinery 
during a National Emergency proclaimed by 
the President, with an enjoiner to all gov
ernors and other local officials to support thLc; 
program. The patriotism of the individuals in 
the several states and the perceivf'd threat 

• to the national security we believe would 
prevent an individual state from reneging 
on its commitment. In answer to your follow
on question concerning a contract with each 
state, we believe this would be unnecessa!"y. 
We have a mutual understanding and agree
ment with each state which we believe will 
work. Meanwhile, we are evaluating zJterna
tives which may be used in lieu of use of 
the election officials or to supplement the 
voting locations. It might be possible that 
we would want to use an alternative regis
tration concept if an emergency occurred just 
before or during the week of national elec
tions. We plan to do everything we can to 
ensure a complete and quick registration 
process can be accomplished within the 
established 10 day timeframe. 

34. What type of computers do you plan 
to use to upgrade your ADP faclllties? What 
type of computer was used in your recent 
test in which 2 milllon people were registered 
and processed? In the future , do you intend 
to rent or buy the computer capabilities 
utmzed by the SSS? How much annually will 
it cost the SSS to rent or buy or contract for 
these computers? 

The Automated Data Systems Plan, to be 
completed in September 1979 will ideni:i!y 
the characteristics of the new ADP equip
ment. For the data entry test concluded in 
May 1979, an IBM Series 1 minicomputer was 
used to control the keying of simulated regis
tration data. Two milllon registrants were 
not actually keyed in this test, but the test 
proved the feasibllity of keying a 2 million 
year group within the timeframe required 
by the emergency M-Day schedules. 

Concerning the acquisition of new ADP 
equipment, a decision has not been made 
whether to purchase or lease. Estimated an
nual lease would be $1.33 million, plus 
883,200 for communications or a one-time 
purchase of $4.42 million with annual main
tenance of $0.5 million. 

35. Once the polling stations have been 
carefully selected to register people in ac
cordance with the SSS's plan, what review 
procedures will be instituted to ensure that 
these stations are in the best location for 
registering the maximum number of people? 

Registration plans already developed have 
identified within each political subdivision 

tn each state, facillties that could serve as 
places of registration when needed. The cri
teria for identification of facillties include: 
number of potential registrants, size of the 
facllity, accessib111ty to public and private 
transportation, that the site is known in the 
community, and the potential for availab111ty 
in a short notice situation. We initially ac
complished a similar registration planning 
program in 1975 when President Ford sus
pended continuous registration. These lists 
have been refined and updated by our Re
serve Force Officers as part of their training 
in preparation for mobillzation. These fa
cilities were carefully selected in accordance 
with SSS guidance and will provide for regis
tration of the maximum number of persons 
with the least amount of personal incon
venience to the registrant. 

36. Before the House HUD and Independ
ent Agencies Appropriations Subcommittee 
you testified that a pre-existing list of former 
employees who worked on the local and ap
peal board in 1975 would be used in case of 
mobillzation. What percentage of this list of 
former workers could report tomorrow if they 
were called up? 

The lists referred to in my testimony be
fore the House HUD and Independent Agen
cies Appropriations Subcommittee were com
posed of former local and appeal board mem
bers-uncompensated employees of the Sys
tem. Of the approximately 12,000 individuals 
on that list who still appear to meet the 
requirements for the position of local or 
appeal board member, we estimate that ap
proximately 50% or 6,000 would be available 
and willing to return to our service in the 
event of a mobillzation. We are confident 
that we can recruit and train the additional 
board members before an emergency if our 
appropriation for FY 1980 is approved. 

37. If you had to register, classify, examine 
and induct people tomorrow, how many of
fices and boa.rcls would be needed and how 
long would it take to establish these orga
nizations? What plan would be implemented 
if a national emergency arose tomorrow and 
how long would it take to have these regis
trants at DoD training facillties? 

If a national emergency occurred tomor
row the reserve a.nd national guard officers 
assigned to the Selective Service System 
would be called to active duty to open the 
necessary field offices of the Selective Service 
System. Approximately 2,500 additional per
sonnel would be hired under the currently 
approved emergency hiring authority. We 
presently plan to establish approximately 
600 field offices, approximately 2,000 local 
boards would be established, and we would 
have 96 appeal boards. Members would be 
recruited from existing lists of former board 
members and through contacts with various 
civic and religious groups within the local 
community. 

Reconstitution and registration activities 
would take approximately 50 to 60 days with 
our current staff and reserve officer configu
ration. The procedures of the automated 
Emergency Military Manpower Procure
ment Systems (EMMPS) would be used to 
process registrants for induction. With our 
current resources the first inducted non
volunteer registrants would report to DoD 
training fac111ties between day 75 and 85. 

.Complete registration and reconstitution 
plans are on file for each state and have 
been tested on an annual basis with our 
reserve forces. 

38. What sort of back-up system do you 
intend to implement if any part of your 
proposed system fails during a national 
emergency? In other words, if a terminal at 
a local office breaks down, how will the in
formation collected at the polling station be 
transmitted to a regional office? 

The Selective Service System plans to have 
contractors in each region and they will be 
used to key the registration data using their 
equipment if a terminal or regional com-

puter malfunctions for a prolonged period 
of time. At the central site, we will have a 
contract with the private sector or an agree
ment with another government agency to 
provide a back-up computer in the event 
that the central stte becomes inoperative. 

39. Your office informed me that in the 
eveillt of a breakdown in computer capab111-
ties, the key-to-disk utlllzed in data gather
ing would be transferred "by vehicle" to one 
of the regional offices. Is this not a risky 
procedure to rely upon during a national 
emergency? How far would these tapes need 
to be transpollted and how long would this 
take? 

The duplicate tapes will be taken "by vehi
cle" from the central computer to the Fed
eral Preparedness Agency /General Services 
Administration Special Facility in Virginia 
not to the regional offices. Duplication tapes 
of registrant data from each region will be 
held in the regional offices to be used should 
there be a breakdown of our central com
puter. Further back-up capabllities are being 
addressed in the 5 year computer plan study 
that is presently being conducted. 

40. According to your present plan, the 
SSS intends to recall officers of the Reserves 
and National Guard to assist during mobili
zation. You stated in your testimony before 
the House HUD and Independent Agencies 
Appropriations Subcommittee that the par
ent military services have "agreed to expe
dite the issuance of orders." In what form 
is this agreement? What makes it certain 
that these callups will report within 72 
hours? 

Department of Defense Directive 1235.10, 
Subject: Moblllza.tion of the Ready Reserve, 
governs recall procedures. The parent service 
of each Selective Service Reserve Forces offi
cer will issue recall orders in accordance with 
established procedures for the selected re
serves (those officers with an M-Day or im
mediate recall designation). An established 
Selective Service computer program will pro
duce specific information for each service as 
to administrative instructions concerning 
individual officers of that service. This re
quest for orders information will be trans
mitted to the service concerned on M-Day. 
Each of our Reserve Forces officers is required 
to sign a mobll1zation agreement upon as
signment to the Selective Service Reserve 
Program and once a year thereafter. This 
agreement confirms his/her availability 
within 72 hours of a declared emergency and 
contains an initial mobilization location and 
assignment. Each officer is required to have 
a copy of this agreement in his/her posses
sion and it wm serve as authority to report 
for duty pending receipt of formal parent 
services orders. 

41. The same testimony before the HUD 
Appropriations Subcommittee states that: 
"An agreement has been completed with the 
General Services Administration for expedi
tious acquisition of space for office and field 
locations. Additional agreements are being 
developed with the General Services Admin
istration to provide immediately ava1lab1lity 
of communications, equipment, transporta
tion and supply support". 

In what form is this agreement. Does this 
mean that GSA wlll have to survey existing 
office space assets to locate available space, 
and will then have to contract for these 
support services? How fast can all this gov
ernment contracting be accomplished? 

A written Memorandum of Understand
ing was finalized with GSA, November 7, 
1978, and signed by the Commissioner of 
Public Buildings Service. We have provided 
to GSA a list of locations and estimated 
space requirements. GSA has indicatect that 
under emergency conditions, space will be 
made available within 5 days. Should any re
quirements for space be in locations where 
GSA does not have property and cannot pro
vide a specific location for this agency with-
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in 5 days, GSA ha9 given us authority to 
rent space on a one year term ·basis with a 30 
day cancellation clause. GSA has indicated 
they have space in all of the capital cities 
and most of the larger cities. GSA will match 
our requirements against their computer 
program for space. The contracting ~ime un
der emergency conditions to rent space is 
contingent only upon finding space and is
suing a rental agreement. GSA has indicated 
the Economy Act limitations will not apply 
and they have waived the advertising require
ment. The paper work, under emergency 
conditions, can follow occupancy. 

42. In its report on S. 109-"Requiring Re
institution of Registration for Certain Per
sons Under the Military Selective Servwe 
Act, and For Other Purposes"-filed by the 
Senate Armed Services Committee, the SSS 
mobilization plans are portrayed as a fragile 
structure which would come tumbling down 
if one part failed to operate as planned. If 
one state fails to register would this jeop
ardize the entire system? 

I presume this question addresses the pos
sible refusal of public officials to allow the use 
of election officials and election sites to carry 
out the emergency registration in their par
ticular state. If that were the case, an al
ternative registration plan could be utilized 
for that state. No individual can receiv~ an 
induction notice until all persons in one 
year-of-birth group have registered and have 
been assigned a random sequence number. 
This is a basic requirement for equity under 
the law. We are confident that our baste 
plan and backup or alternative plans will 
permit the Selective Service System to have 
an assured registration capab111ty. If the elec
tion activities preclude use of voting places, 
we would implement our standby registration 
plan and use alternative sites. 

43. If for some reason the SSS is unable 
to process all the first year-of-birth group 
in M+5 or M+6 days, what contingency plan 
would be implemented to deal with this 
problem? 

A test on our computerized concept of 
processing registration data has recently 
been completed. We are confident that 
we can key and transmit all registrant data 
on one year of birth group within 5 days. TWo 
extra days of "leeway" have been built into 
the plan. Back-up capabilities will also be 
built into the plan to cover breakdowns in 
the operational process as well. No induction 
notices will be issued until all the registrant 
data on one year of birth group is available. 

44. What if the mailgrams that will be used 
to notify registrants of inductions are delayed 
and not delivered in the one day, as cur
rently conceived in the SSS's plan? 

A delay of one or two days in delivery of 
the mailgram would have no impact upon 
the SSS's capability to deliver inductees in 
the specified timeframe. The impact, if any, 
would be on the registrant since it would 
shorten the time available to him to get his 
personal affairs in order or to file a claim 
for postponement or reclassification. The 
time and place to report is specified in the 
induction order, and is predicated on the 
date of issuance of the induction order not 
the date of its receipt. We are planning to 
use the mailgram because we were informed 
that nearly 98% of the induction orders 
would be delivered within 24 hours. 

4!5. If S. 109 or H.R. 4040 is amended to 
mandate the registrat'ion of women, and 
then either bill becomes law, how much 
would it cost the Selective Service System 
to carry out this mandate? What other fa
cilities, personnel, computer, etc, would be 
required, a.nd how long would it take for 
the SSS to be ready to begin such registra
tiO'Ill? Please provide this illiformattJ.on for 
each bill. 

If either S. 109 OT H.R. 4040 is Mnended to 
mandate the registration of women, and if 
either Sipproach to continuing registration 
of eighteen yoo.r-olds beoomes law, the cost 

to the System to carry out the mandate 
would lbe in the neighborhood of $4 m1111on 
in ·addition to the cost estimates provided in 
question number 4. The extra cost is due 
mainly to tlhe added personnel rand computer 
terminals required to input twice as many 
registra.nts. 

46. If' the SSS was required by DOD to 
register women as well as men, what changes 
would be required in its proposed plans? 
How much would these changes cost; 
when could plans for registering both 
men and women be ready? Would the SSS 
still be able to deliver the required time pe
riod if it was required to register women as 
welll as men? 

The Military Selective Service Act calls for 
the registration of men only. Sth.ould Con
gress pass an amendment to the l•aw cwl.ling 
for tlhe registration of women, no significant 
operational changes or cost differentia.ls 
would be involved under our emergency plan 
Presently we plan to register two or three 
year of birth groups, 4 to 6 mlllion men, at 
M+ 10 days. Should women be included in 
the registratton twe would only register 1 or 
2 yea.r of !birth groups or 4 to 8 million peT
sons. That would be the only significant 
change necessary to the plra.n. 

We have nK>t fully evaluated the possible 
chia.nges which might be required Lf Congress 
mandated the registration of men and wom
en without changing the military speciali
ties the inductees would be assigned to. For 
example, if women rwere legislatively ex
cluded from serving in combat or combat 
support units, we ra.nticipate that induction 
calls from tlhe Department of Defense would 
provide for disproportionate induction ratios 
of men to women in each group of induct
ees. We need to more fully explore this sit
uation from the legal, as well as operational 
impact on our input ·and use of the regis
tr-ant data.e 

SENATE RESOLUTION 199-RELEASE 
OF INFORMATION IN THE CASE 
OF COMMON CAUSE AGAINST 
BAILAR, ET AL. 
Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 

I send to the desk a resolution and ask 
that it be stated by the clerk. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The reso
lution will be stated by title. 

The assistant legislative clerk read as 
follows: 

A resolution (S. Res. 199) authorizing the 
release of information in the case of Com
mon Cause, et al., against Benjamin Bailar, 
et al. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Sen
ate proceed to the immediate considera
tion of the resolution. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, the Sen
ate will proceed to its immediate con
sideration. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
Common Cause v. Bailar, C.A. No. 1887-
73, is an action pending since 1973 in the 
U.S. District Court for the District of 
Columbia challenging the constitutional
ity of the franking statute. Earlier the 
plaintiffs directed subpenas to employ
ees of the Senate for information about 
the use of franked mail during the years 
1972-75, and the Senate resolved to 
furnish the requested information. 

The plaintiffs have now issued a sub
pena to William Poulin, Director of the 
Senate Computer Center, to testify and 
produce documents about the use of the 
frank during the period January 1, 1976 

through June 1, 1979. It appears from a 
letter addressed to Mr. Poulin from 
counsel for Common Cause that plain
tiffs seek a report like the reports for the 
years 1972-75, and do not call for the 
actual testimony of Mr. Poulin. 

The resolution authorizes Mr. Poulin 
to prepare the report requested by the 
plaintiffs. The report will include infor
mation about the volume of franked mail 
sent by each Senator, and it will desig
nate the categories of individuals to 
whom franked mailings were sent. The 
resolution authorizes that information 
be provided for the period ending June 
30, 1979, rather than June 1, 1979, to 
assure that current data is furnished 
about this important legislative func
tion. The adoption of this resolution 
would be consistent with the prior deter
mination of the Senate to provide in
formation about its use of franked mail. 

This litigation has been pending in the 
District Court for 6 years. The Senate's 
newly appointed legal counsel has under
taken to report, pursuant to 2 u.s.c. 
288(e), his views on actions which the 
Senate may take to assist a prompt and 
appropriate resolution of this matter. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, on be
half of the minority leader I submitted 
a memorandum to the Republican con
ference on Tuesday concerning this sug
gested action by the majority leader, and 
asked for objections if there were any, 
from Members of our side of the Senate. 
There have been no such objections. 

On the basis of that, I have joined on 
behalf of the minority leader in support
ing the resolution which has been offered 
by the majority leader. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
on that score, I might say that I took the 
matter up with the joint leadership 
group, which is required under the stat
ute, a group which is comprised of the 
chairmen and ranking members of the 
Judiciary Committee and the Rules Com
mittee, and the President pro tempore 
and the majority and minority leaders. 
This matter was cleared by that group. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The ques
tion is on agreeing to the resolution. 

The resolution (S. Res. 199) was agreed 
to. 

The preamble was agreed to. 
The resolution, with its preamble, is as 

follows: 
S. RES. 199 

Whereas, in the case of Common Cause, et 
al. against Benjamin Bailar, et al. (Civil 
Action No. 1887-73), pending in the United 
Stwtes District Court for the District of Co
lumbia, a subpoena has been issued to Wil
lian Poulin, Director of the Senate Computer 
Center, directing him to give testimony and 
produce documents concerning the use of 
franked mail by Senators 'batween January 1, 
1976 and June 1, 1979. 

Whereas the Senate, by previous resolution, 
had supplied informastion of this kind for 
the years 1972, 1973, 1974, and 1975, subject 
to a protective stipulation in this case. 

Whereas the dissemination of information 
by a Senator to his constituency concerning 
legislation proposed or enacted by the Con
gress, the administration of such legislation 
by the executive branch and the review of 
such matters by the courts is a part of the 
official business of a Senator under the Con
stitution of the United States. 

Whereas it may be useful to enlarge the 
period for which data is requested from June 
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1, 1979 to June 30, 1979, to provide fuller in
formation about these important functions: 
Now therefore, be it 

Resolved, That by the privileges of the 
Senate and by Rule XXX of the Standing 
Rules of the Senate, no officer or employee 
of the Senate is authorized to produce doc
uments, papers, or records of the Senate, or 
the information which these contain, but 
by order of the Senate. 

SEc. 2. When it appears that the informa
tion contained in Senate documents is 
needed for use in court to promote the ends 
of justice the Senate wlll act to serve these 
ends in a manner consistent with the privi
leges and rights of the Senate. 

SEc. 3. Therefore, the Director of the Sen
ate Computer Center is authorized to fur
rush, subject to the protective provisions of 
the stipulation previously approved in this 
matter, information on the volume of 
franked mail sent by each Senator for the 
period January 1, 1976 through June 30, 1979, 
including the designation of the categories of 
individuals (profession codes) to whom these 
franked ma111ngs were ·to be sent, all to the 
extent and in the format used to provide 
information for earlier years. This informa
tion shall be furnished as promptly as 
possible. 

SEc. 4. The Secretary of the Senate shall 
transmit a copy of this resolution to the 
United States District Court for the District 
of Columbia. 

EXECUTIVE SESSION 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
I ask unanimous consent that the Senate 
go into executive session to consider 
three nominations on the Executive Cal
endar on page 1 thereof appearing under 
the Department of Commerce and the 
Federal Reserve System. I have cleared 
these three all around. Mr. STEVENs has 
also cleared them, but he is here to speak 
for himself. 

Mr. STEVENS. The statement of the 
majority leader is correct, Mr. President. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. I thank the 
distinguished acting minority leader. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Samuel B. Nemirow, to 
be Assistant Secretary of Commerce for 
Maritime Affairs. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM 

The assistant legislative clerk read the 
nomination of Frederick H. Schultz, of 
Florida, to be a member of the Board of 
Governors of the Federal Reserve Sys
tem and to be Vice Chairman of the 
Board of Governors of the Federal Re
serve System. 

Mr. CHILES. Mr. President, I want to 
enthusiastically endorse the nomination 
of Fred Schultz to be a Governor and 
Vice Chairman of the Federal Reserve 
Board. I also urge my colleagues to sup
port his confirmation by the Senate 
today. 

My opportunity to know, work with, 
and observe Fred goes back many years. 
We were in law school together at the 

University of Florida. We also went to 
the Florida Legislature about the same 
time and served· for a number of years 
together. During that time Fred was 
elected speaker of the house, and I had 
the pleasure of observing his outstand
ing leadership as speaker. 

Fred's involvement in public affairs 
goes beyond his legislative service. He 
headed a Governor's task force to re
vamp much of the way we set up our 
education system in the State of Flor
ida, and until his current nomination to 
the Federal Reserve Board, he served on 
a Federal advisory committee on 
education. 

His private life as a banker and en
trepreneur is well known in commercial 
and investment activities. In addition, 

' his civic contributions in his home city 
of Jacksonville and the State of Florida 
are acknowledged by his peers. 

Mr. President, through these years of 
serving and working with Fred Schultz, 
I feel he brings to this important posi
tion a lifetime of diverse experience 
drawing from his educational back
ground, business, and political activities 
which will enable him to be a valuable 
and contributing Governor of the 
Board. I am convinced the President has 
proposed an outstanding appointment 
to the Federal Reserve Board, and I urge 
his confirmation. 

Mr. STONE. Mr. President, Fred 
Schul·tz has served Florida as Speaker 
of the House of Representatives. I know 
him to be an honorable and successful 
businessman and banker. He will effec
tively enhance our Federal Reserve 
Board as Governor and Vice Chairman. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, the nomination is considered 
and confirmed. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I move en bloc to reconsider the 
vote by which the nominees were con
sidered and confirmed. 

Mr. STEVENS. Mr. President, I move 
to lay that motion on the table. 

The motion to lay on the table was 
agreed to. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent th'Sit the 
President be notified of the confirma
tion of the nominees. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, i't is so ordered. 

LEGISLATIVE SESSION 

Mr. ROBE-RT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that the 
Senate return to legislative session. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

ORDER FOR RECESS UNTIL 10:30 
A.M. TOMORROW AND REDUCING 
TIME OF THE LEADERS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, I ask unanimous consent that when 
the Senate completes its business today, 
it stand in recess until the hour of 10:30 
a.m. tomorrow, and that the time of the 
two leaders be reduced to 5 minutes each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Is there 
objection? Without objection, it is so 
ordered. 

ORDER DESIGNATING PERIOD FOR 
TRANSACTION OF ROUTINE 
MORNING BUSINESS 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, if there is any time following the 
recognition of the two leaders on tomor
row, I ask unanimous consent that such 
time, up until the hour of 10:45 a.m., 
be utilized for routine morning business, 
and that Senators may speak therein up 
to 1 minute each. 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. Without 
objection, it is so ordered. 

PROGRAM 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. Presi
dent, am I correct that the vote on final 
passage of the Agriculture appropria
tions bill will occur at the hour of 10:45 
a.m. tomorrow? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Am I also 
correct that upon the disposition of that 
bill the Senate will proceed to the con
sideration of the Labor-HEW appropria
tions bill? 

The PRESIDING OFFICER. The Sen
ator is correct. 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. That would 
be at circa 11 a.m. 

Mr. President, that about states the 
program for tomorrow. I said earlier 
there will be rollcall votes in connection 
with the Labor-HEW appropriations bill. 

I want to compliment the Members of 
the Senate today. Action on two appro
priations bills has been completed, and 
we are ready to take up the Labor-HEW 
appropriations bill tomorrow. Hopefully, 
the Senate will complete action on that 
bill tomorrow, but I am not making any 
statements to that effect by way of guar
antees. If the Senate does not complete 
action on that bill tomorrow, the Senate 
will resume action on that bill t:Jhe next 
day. And if it does not complete action 
on that bill on Friday, it will resume 
action on Sa'turday, if that is the will of 
the Senate. 

RECESS UNTIL 10:30 A.M. 
TOMORROW 

Mr. ROBERT C. BYRD. Mr. President, 
if there be no further business to come 
before the Senate, I move, in accordance 
with the order previously entered, that 
the Senate stand in recess until the hour 
of 10:30 a.m. tomorrow. 

The motion was agreed to; and at 9:08 
p.m., the Senate recessed until10:30 a.m. 
Thursday, July 19, 1979. 

NOMINATIONS 
Executive nominations received by the 

Senate on July 18, 1979: 
DEPARTMENT OF LABOR 

William P. Hobgood, of Virginia, to be an 
Assistant Secretary of Labor, vice Francis X. 
Burkhardt, resigned. 
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THE JUDICIARY 

James W. Kehoe, of Florida, to be U.S. dis-

trict judge for the southern district of

Florida, vice a new position created by Public

Law 95-486, approved October 20, 1978.

IN THE AIR FORCE

The following officers for appointment in

the Reserve of the Air Force to the grade

indicated, under the provisions of chapters

35, 831, and 837, title 10, United States Code:

To be major generaž

Brig. Gen. Jay G. Benton,  

          FG,

Air National Guard of the United States.

Brig. Gen. Roger W. Gilbert,  

      

    FG, Air National Guard of the United

States.

Brig. Gen. Richard M. Scott,        

    FG, Air National Guard of the United

States.

To be brigadier general

Col. Jack R. Brasher,  

          FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. John G. Brosky,  

          FG, Air

National Guard of the Unlted States.

Col. Fred W. Cross,  

          FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. Wayne C. Gatlin,  

      

    FG, Air

Natio

nal

 Guar

d of the

 Unit

ed States

.

Col. Harold G. Holesinger,  

      

    FG,

Air Natio

nal Guard

 of the

 Unit

ed States

.

Col. Robert H. Hormann,  

      

    FG,

Air

 Natio

nal

 Gua

rd of the Unite

d State

s.

Col. Charles D. Kelley,            FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. James D. Montgomery,            FG,


Air National Guard of the United States.

Col. Donald E. Richards,            FG,


Air National Guard of the United States.

Col. Curtis D. Roberts,            FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. Charles A. Sams,            FG, Alr

National Guard of the United States.

Col. Floyd E. Snyder,            FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. David S. Taylor,  

          FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. Robert G. Urquhart,  

          FG,

Air National Guard of the United States.

Col. Dale E. Wainwright,  

           FG,

Air National Guard of the United States.

Col. Leslie E. Whitehead,  

          7«

Air National Guard of the United States.

Col. Willie L. Whitman, Jr.,  

     -

 

   FG, Air National Guard of the United

States. 


Col. Albert W. Wright,  

          FG, Air

National Guard of the United States.

Col. James E. Young,  

      

    FG, Alr

Nation

al Guard

 of the

 Unite

d State

s.

IN THE ARMY

The

 follow

ing-

name

d office

r unde

r the

provi

sions

 of

 title

 10,

 Unite

d State

s Code

,

sectio

n 3066

, to be assign

ed to a posit

ion

of impor

tance

 and

 resp

onsib

ility

 desig

nated

by

 the

 Pres

ldent

 unde

r subs

ectio

n (a) 

of

sect

ion

 3066

, in grad

e as

 follo

ws:

To be lieutenant generaZ

Maj. Gen. Glenn Kay Otis,  

      

     


Army

 of the

 Unite

d States

 (colo

nel,

 U.S.

Arm

y).

Maj. Gen. Glenn Kay Otis,  

     

      

Army

 of the

 United

 States

 (colon

el, U.S.

Army

), for

 app

ointm

ent

 as senio

r U.S.

 Army

memb

er of the

 Milita

ry Staff

 Comm

ittee

 of

the

 Unite

d Natio

ns, unde

r the

 prov

lsions

 of

title

 10, Unite

d State

s Code,

 secti

on 711.

CONFIRMATIONS

Exe

cutiv

e nomi

natio

ns

 con

firme

d by

the

 Sena

te July

 18,

 1979

:

DE

PAR

TM

ENT

 OF CO

MM

ERC

E

Sam

uel

 B.

 Nem

irow

, of Virgi

nia,

 to be As-

sistan

t Secre

tary

 of Com

merce

 for Marit

ime

Afr

air

s.

FEDERAL RESERVE SYSTEM

Fred

erick

 H.

 Schu

ltz,

 of Florid

a, to be

 a

mem

ber

 of the

 Board

 of Gove

rnors

 of the

Fede

ral Rese

rve

 Syste

m for the

 unex

pired

term

 of 14

 year

s from

 Feb

ruary

 1,

 1968

.

Fred

erick

 H. Schu

ltz,

 of

 Flor

ida,

 to

 be

 vice

chair

man

 of the

 Boa

rd of Gov

erno

rs of

 the

Fede

ral Rese

rve

 Syste

m for

 a term

 of 4 year

s.

The

 abo

ve nom

inat

ions

 were

 appr

oved

 sub

-

ject

 to

 the

 nomi

nees

' com

mitm

ents

 to re-

spond

 to

 requ

ests

 to

 appe

ar and

 testi

fy befo

re

any

 dul

y con

stitut

ed

 com

mitt

ee 

of the

 Sen-

ate.




HOUS

E

 OF

 

REPRE

SENTA

TIVE

S

-

Wedne

sday

,

July 

18

, 


1979 


The House met at 10 a.m.

The

 Cha

plain

, Rev.

 Jame

s Davi

d

Ford

, D.D

.,of

fere

d the

 follo

win

g pra

yer:

0 God,

 give

r of every

 good

 gift,

 we

than

k You

 for

 all

 the

 bles

sings

 of

 life

and

 hope

 that

 we

 have

 rece

ived.

Re

mind

 us,

 0

 Lord

, that

 thou

gh

 we

kno

w the

 ben

eñts

 that

 Your

 provi

denc

e

has

 given,

 that

 not

 all people

 share

 in the

boun

ty of liberty

 and

 the

 gift

 of

 free-

dom.

 Mak

e us

 consc

ious

 of the

 oppo

r-

tunitie

s we

 have

 to 

expres

s ourse

lves

free

ly and

 faith

fully

 wor

ship

 You

 in

word

 and

 deed

 and

 truth.

We

 spec

ially

 pra

y for

 thos

e who

 do

not

 know

 the

 joy

 of

 freed

om

 or share

the

 full

 exp

ressio

n of

 thei

r faith

. Bring

us together in the spirit of prayer that

all people

 may

 be strengt

hened

 by

 our

com

mon

 

supplic

ation

 

and by the

pro

mise

 

that

 Yo

u are

 

eve

r 

with

 

us,

wor

ld with

out

 end.

 Ame

n.

THE JOURNAL

The

 SPE

AKE

R.

 The

 Cha

ir has

 ex-

amine

d the

 Journ

al of the

 last

 day's

proc

eedin

gs

 and

 anno

unce

s to the

 Hous

e

his

 appro

val thereo

f.

Purs

uant

 to 

claus

e 

1, rule

 

I, the

Journal stands approved.

MESSAGE FROM

 THE

 SENATE

A mes

sage

 from

 the

 Sen

ate by Mr.

Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced

that

 the

 Sena

te had

 pass

ed 

witho

ut

ame

ndm

ent

 a bill

 of

 the

 Ho

use

 of

 the

follow

ing

 title:

H.R

. 3661

. An act

 to

 incre

ase

 the auth

or-

izatio

n of appr

opria

tions

 unde

r the

 act of

Dece

mber

 22, 1974

 (88

 Stat.

 1712)

 . 


The message also announced that the

Sena

te insist

s upon

 its ame

ndme

nts

 to

the

 bill

 (H.R

. 336

3) entit

led

 "An

 act

 to

auth

orize

 appro

priati

ons

 for

 ñscal

 year

s

1980

 and

 1981

 for

 the

 Depa

rtme

nt of

State

, the

 Inte

rnati

onal

 Com

mun

icatio

n

Agency, and the Board for International

Broa

dcas

ting,"

 disa

greed

 to

 by 

the

Hous

e; agre

es to the

 conf

erenc

e asked

 by

the House

 on the

 disa

greein

g votes

 of the

two

 Hous

es there

on, and

 appo

ints

 Mr.

CHUR

CH,

 Mr.

 PELL

, Mr.

 McG

ovER

N, Mr.

BIDEN

, Mr.

 ZORIN

SKY,

 Mr.

 JAVITS

, Mr.

PERCY

, Mr. HELM

S, and

 Mr. HAYA

KAWA

 to

be the

 confer

ees

 on the

 part

 of the

 Sen-

ate. 


The

 mess

age

 also

 anno

unce

d that

 the

Sena

te disag

rees

 to the amen

dmen

ts of

the

 Hous

e to the

 bill

 (S.

 210)

 entitl

ed "An

act to estab

lish

 a Depa

rtme

nt of Edu

ca-

tion,"

 agrees

 to a confer

ence

 request

ed

by

 the

 Hous

e on the

 disag

reein

g votes

 of

the two Houses thereon, and appoints Mr.

RIBICOFF, Mr. GLENN, Mr. LEVIN, Mr.

PERC

Y, and

 Mr.

 JAv

ITS

 to be the

 conf

eree

s

on the part of the Senate.

-

ANN

OUNCEMENT BY THE SPEAKER

The SPEAKER. The Chair would like

to make an announcement about the

electronic voting system. The Cha

ir has

been informed that the board displaying

each Member's name behind the Chair

and the boards displaying the bill num-

ber and vote totals to the left and right of

the

 Cha

ir are

 not

 work

ing

 toda

y. How

-

ever,

 all voting

 statio

ns are

 operat

ing;

and

 the

 Cha

ir will

 dire

ct that

 all vote

monit

oring

 station

s be staífed

 with

 per-

sonnel so any Member may go to any

monitor and verify his or her vote. Mem-

bers may a,Iso verify their votes-as they

should

 on any vote--by reinserting their

card at the same or another voting sta-

tion.

The Chair therefore directs that votes

be taken by electronic device. Mem

bers

interested in the progress of the vote may

inquire

 at the

 vote

 monit

oring

 station

s.

PERMISSION FOR SUBCOMMITTEE

ON 

IMMIGRATION,

 REFUGEES,

AND INTERNATIONAL LAW OF THE

COMMITTEE ON THE JUDICIARY

TO SIT TODAY DURING 5-MINUTE

RULE

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask

unanimous consent that the Subcommit-

tee on Immigration, Refugees, and In-

ternationaI Law of the Committee on the

Judiciary may be permitted to sit today

during the 5-minute rule.

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to

the request of the gentlewoman from

New York?

There was no obj ection.

NATIONAL POW-MIA RECOGNITION

DAY

(Mr. EVANS of Delaware asked and

was given permission to address the

Il This symbol represents the time of day during the House Proceedings, e,g,, 0 1407 is 2:07 p,m.

0 This "bullet" symbol identifies statements or insertions which are not spoken by the Member on the floor.
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